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PREFACE. 


| Nornxo was ever more ine by me 


than that I, or, indeed, that any other perſon, 


ſhould, at this day, have occaſion to enter into 
a diſcuſſion of the ſubject of theſe Letters; as 
nothing ſeemed to be better eſtabliſhed than 


= the authenticity of almoſt all the canonical 


books of the New Teſtament, no unbeliever 
having, of late years, hinted a ſuſpicion to the 


| contrary, and every reaſonabie doubt having 


been removed by ſuch laborious and candid 

writers as Mr. Jones, and Dr. Lardner, not to 
mention ſeveral others, whoſe works could 
not be unknown to Mr. Evanſon. That ſuch 
books were extant, in, or very near to, the 
time in which the events recorded, or alluded 
to, in them happened, ſo that it was impoſſible 
but that the truth might be known with re- 
ſpect to them, there is abundantly more evi- 
dence than there is of any other hiſtorical books 
whatever having been written, and publiſhed, 
in the lame circumſtances, Doubts, there- 


5 fore, 


iv 5 PREFAGE, mp 
fore, with reſpe& to the authenticity of the 9 
books of the New Teſtament (I mean the 
univerſally received ones, as the four Goſpels, 
and the greater part of the Epiſtles aſcribed to 
Paul) might juſtly extend to all other writings 
whatever, and lead to univerſal ſcepticiſm. MT 
Buy what particular train of thought Mr. 
Evanſon was originally led to entertain the 
doubts which at length produced the work 
on which I here animadvert, does not appear, 
That it was, directly or indirectly, from any 
diſbelief of Chriſtianity, I have not the ſmall- 
eſt ſuſpicion. His noble conduct in reſigning 
a valuable church preferment, rather than re- 
cite the offices, after he had rejected the do 
trines, of the eſtabliſhed church, is an abundant 
proof both of his firm belief of Chriſtianity, and 
of the happy influence it had upen his mind; 5 
unbelievers in general making no ſcruple to 
adhere to any church, ſo long as they can re 
ceive the emoluments of it. The caſt of M. 
Evanſon's writings alſo proves, not only that 
he is a Chriſtian, but that Chriſtian literature 
is his favourite ſtudy, all his publications being 
of this kind, intended to enforce, and illuſtrate, 
ſome article of Chriſtian faith or practice. 
But having given more particular attention 
to the ſubjee of e, to which we are 
indebted 
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3 C . indebted for his excellent Letter to the biſhop. 
. 0 of IVorceſter, he appears to me to have over- 
NH 5 looked, and undervalued, the evidence of 
* Chriſtianity from ze/timony ; not ſeeming to 
have confidered the nature of it, aud how it 
2 5 has actually operated in all ages, and muſt do, 


while human nature is the ſame that it now 


is, and ever has been. Alſo, not being able 
> to vindicate, ſo well as he could with, ſome 


particular paſſages in the Goſpels of Matthew, 


Mark, and John, and in ſome of the Epiſtles 
0 of Paul, which have been urged in ſupport of 


= doctrines and practices which he juſtly deems 


== to be corruptions of genuine Chriſtianity, he 


may have wiſhed to find thoſe books not to be 


genuine, as that would be the eaſieſt way of 


getting rid of the difficulty; and without con- 
+ ſidering the external evidence of their authen- 
© ticity, and not having the critical ſkill, or the 
> patience, that was requiſite to aſcertain the 
true ſenſe of thoſe paſſages, he has haſtily con- 
cluded them to be ſpurious productions. In 
a ſtate of mind which I have ſuppoſed, no- 
thing is eaſier than to find objections to any 
writings ; and when a man has, though ever 
ſo baſtily, and incautiouſly, advanced any 


thing in public, the beſt of us are fo much 
A 3 men, 
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men, and have ſo much of human imperfection 
about us, as to wiſh to defend it. 

In this manner I endeavour to account for 
the work, the principles of which J have, in 
theſe Letters, undertaken to refute. In his 
excellent Letter on the ſubject of prophecy, 
Mr. Evanſon firft threw out an infinuation 
againſt the-credit of the Goſpel of Matthew, 


which offended many of his friends, and the 


friends of Chriſtianity. But he has given us 


all particular ſatisfaction in producing the 
reaſons on which that infinuation was found= © 
ed, as we can now examine them, and judge 
for ourſelves; whereas many perſons, having 


a high opinion of the judgment and integrity 
of Mr. Evanſon, were inclined to ſuppoſe his 
reaſons to be more weighty than they will 
find them to be. es 
The only circumſtance that offends me in 
this work of Mr. Evanſon's is the jevity and 


_ contempt with which he treats thofe books of 


the New Teſtament which he thinks he has 


ſeen reaſon to reject. He had no occaſion in 


this manner to hurt the feelings of many ot 
his readers. What they have been long ac- 
cuſtomed to read with reverence, they muſt 
be ſhocked to ſee made the ſubject of ridicule 

and 
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and unſparing ſarcaſm, and eſpecially by a 


profeſſed Chriſtian. From unbelievers we 


expect nothing better, and therefore we are 


prepared for every thing contemptuous that 
they can throw out. Having nothing iu their 
habitual feelings and ſtate of mind congenial 
to the ſentiments of Chriſtians (who believe 
that they derive every pleaſing proſpect for 


time and eternity from the Scriptures} it can- 


not be ſuppoſed that they ſhould reſpect thoſe 


feelings of which they have no idea, and 
which they cannot conceive even to exiſt. 
They, therefore, have an excuſe which Mr. 
Evanſon has not. 

Mr. Evanſon muſt, in his early years, have 


been taught to peruſe the whole of the New 
Teſtament with nearly equal reſpe& ; and in 
reading the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and 


John, muſt have felt juſt as he did in read- 
ing that of Luke. And as he grew up, and 
reflected upon what he read, and attended to 


the impreſſions which thoſe writings made 
upon him, he muſt have perceived the ſame 
unequivocal marks of genuine piety, and a 


diſintereſted regard to truth, in / the evan- 
geliſts. How he ſhould ever come to loſe 
thoſe impreſſions, and feel differently in read- 
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ing any of them, I cannot tell. But when- 
ever he came to ſuſpect, or to think, that 


they were not genuine (which he muſt have 


done with great reluctance) he ſhould have 
contented himſelf with fimply giving his 


reaſons for the opinion he had adopted, and 


have diſmiſſed thoſe books as old friends, to 
whom he had formerly conceived himſelf to 


be under ſome obligation, and not have turn- 


ed them out of doors with ſo much rudeneſs 
and inſult. I, 

Mr. Evanſen may impute it to weakneſs 
and prejudice, but I own I have not been able 


to read his work, and copy ſo much of it as 


I have thought proper to do, without very 
unpleaſing feelings, Notwithſtanding this, 


"oF hope it will not be perceived that it has at 


all influenced me in my replies to him, or 


that J have given way to aſperity, Where 


nothing but calm diſcuſſion was wanted. I 
could not treat Mr. Evanſon as he has done 


the authors of the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, : 
and John; and J am perſuaded they will ap- 
prove of my conduct, and not think the worſe 


of their advocate for defending them without 
anger. On this, as on every other occaſion, 
I could wiſh to imbibe their excellent ſpirit, 

| 7 and 


I do not ſay this with a view to beſpeak 


with the ſame aſperity with which he has 
treated the authors of the Goſpels of Mat- 

15 thew, Mark, and John, I ſhall not complain; 
having no reaſon to expect better uſage than 
48 . hey have met with. I ſhall rather rejoice to 


. to pretty harſh treatment, I can very well 


9 0 I write in the form of . to a Young 
1 Man, as young perſons are in the greateſt 
3 danger of being caught with any ſuperficial 
reaſoning that tends, in the ſmalleſt degree, 
o remove reſtraints on the indulgence of 


_ 
_ 7 or 


gaht to conclude that, if the Goſpels of Mat- 
Zthew, Mark, and John, and ſo many of the 
Tepiitles of Paul, be ſpurious, that of Luke, 
and all the other books of the New Teſta- 
: 4 ſpent, 
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and in every controverſy, in which human 


5 prejudices and paſſions are too apt to mix 
5 themſelves, not to forget that Jam a Chriſ- 


1 14 141}, 
. 0 


5 any peculiar mildneſs in Mr. Evanſon's reply 
Geo me. Let every man write as he is na- 
turally diſpoſed; and if he ſhould treat me 


fare as they do; and having been long uſed 


; bcar it. 


their paſſions; and ſuch perſons will be too 


may be fo too. And if, with Mr, 
Evanſon, 
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Evanſon. St ſhould confound the authen. © 2 4 
ticity of thoſe books with the credibility of the 2 
facts recorded in them, they will ſoon find 3 
themſelves at liberty from any reſtraint that 
the belief of Chriſtianity has hitherto im- 
poſed upon them. | 1 
With a view to ſuch perſons, I have, 1 
theſe Letters, as on other occaſions, endea- 
voured to point out the real foundation of ou 
faith in the Goſpel hiſtory, and to ſhew th 
it is independent of the authenticity of any = 
books. It has not been by the fair examins. M 
tion of hiſtorical evidence, but in moſt caſe; 
by ſome ſhort metaphyſical reaſoning, that = 
men have become unbelievers, and in gene. : 
ral it has been their having conceived what | : 
they had been taught to conſider as Chriſti 8 5 
anity to be unworthy of their ideas of Got, 
or their diſcovering ſome ſeeming 1mpropriety 1 
in the books which they had been taught to 
regard as infpired, that has, without any far 9 
ther reaſoning, induced them to reject Chril- | 7 
tianity. It cannot, therefore, be too ſtrongly ©! EL: 
held out to them, that the truth of Chriſti 7 4 
anity is independent of every thing of thi : = 
kind; that, let them think what they will on . 
the doQrines of the Goſpel, or or the book E 
thi 
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That contain them, a man muſt have a divine 


iſſion who, in proof of it, does what God 


if : lone could impower him to do; and that 
Chriſt and the apoſtles unqueſtionably did ſuch 


tbings, z. e. work real miracles, if the evan- 
3 7 pelical hiſtory be only in the main true. For 


vithout this it was naturally impoſſible that 
britney ſhould have been received, as all 


IJ Rhitory, ſacred and profane, ſhews that it was, 
in the early ages. 


When the mind is poſſeſſed of this fixed 


principle, it will not be ſo apt to revolt at 


ſeeming improbabilities in the books of ſerip- 


2 | wi Finding it impoſſible to reſiſt the evi- 


dence of miracles, and of teſtimony, in favour | 


t of Chriſtianity, a man wall naturally conſider 
. the difficulties in every point of view; and if 
] 1 1 e be not unfortunately ſituated indeed with 
; eſpect to information, he will ſoon ſatisfy him- 
„elf that they are far from being inſuperable; 
| 0 r, at leaſt, that when every deduction from 
1. » ſtrength of the evidence is made on this 
ir 9 account, there will remain a great preponder- 
jj, nce of evidence in its e, ſuch as will in- 
wich N guce every reaſonable man to act upon it; 


2M þipecially when he conſiders that ue end of 


all 
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all faith in the goſpel is the obſervance of thy 3 
moral precepts of it, and that the moral pre. 


cepts of Chriſtianity are the ſame with tho: 


of natural religion, the obſervance of which 


is highly conducive to health of body and 


peace of mind in this life, without any regard. 
to another; virtue hardly ever failing to be it; 


own reward, 8 85 
1 mention theſe conſiderations in this place 


becauſe, though I have no doubt of Mi. 
Evanſon's friendly intention with reſpect to. 


Chriſtanity, many of his readers and admir- 
ers avail themſelves of the principles of i; 


work, as, in their opinion, highly unfavour- 


able to it; and they are too ready to catch 


every thing that, by any perverſion, they can 


bend to en purpoſe. 

In ſome reſpects this is unavoidable by all 
who. from the beſt intentions, and the pure 
regard to Chriſtianity, endeavour to free 1 
from any of the corruptions or abuſes with 
which it has been loaded; ſince this necei!i- 


rily occaſions diviſions among Chriſtians, an 


has alſo too often an unpleaſant effect on the 
tempers and conduct of the contending pai 


ties; and to fuperficial ſpectators theſe thing! 
- furnit | 


5 


0 
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Furniſh a ſpecious objection to the religion 
about which they contend. 
: On this account I have taken this oppor- 
unity of ſhewing that no difference of opi- 
pion among Chriſtians about the authenti- 
city of the books of Scripture, or the peculiar 
goctrines of Chriſtianity, will juſtify unbe- 
bievers i in their rejection of it. It behoves 
them, as perſons deeply intereſted in the diſ- 


euſſion, to ſee every thing with their own 


eyes, and to judge for anti, whatever 
labour may be neceflary for that purpoſe. If 
f it was an eſtate to which they thought they 
9 ad, or might have, a title, they would not 
by iſmiſs all attention to the ſubject becauſe the 
| lawyers they conſulted could not agree about 
5 ſome points of law reſpecting it. Or if they 


ere at ſea in a ſtorm, they would not think 


cthemſclves unconcerned, becauſe the failors 


4 ad different opinions about the beſt method 


*h without any improper bias upon their 
3 unds, from unworthy paſſions, and purſuits, 
they would fee that they had the greateſt 
perſonal intereſt in the truth or falſehood of 
*f hriſtianity, and would make the moſt dili- 
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gent inquiry into the evidence of it, without 
at all regarding what any other perſons 
thought concerning it. And if, from any 
motive, they be truly diligent and impartial 
in their inquiries, ſuch are the means of infor- 
mation that are now within their reach, that 
I have little doubt of their becoming Chriſ— 
tians, and zealouſſy attached to their religion; 
and conſequently, by cultivatin g the temper, 
and habitually diſcharging the dutics of it, 
acquiring a ſuperior dignity and excellence of 
character themſelves, and thereby recom- 
mending it to the regard of others. 

It will be obſerved that my quotations from 
Mr. Evanſon are unuſually long. I purpoſely 
made them ſo, that he might not have any 
Juſt reaſon to complain of me for diminiſhing 
their ſtrength. Still, however, I have left 
ſome articles untouched, but they are ſuch as 
appeared to me to be leaſt worthy of particular 
notice. After remarking upon almoſt every 
thing in his objections to the Goſpels of Mat- 
thew, Mark, and John, and the Epiſtle to 
the Romans, I thought it unneceſſary even 
to mention his objections to ſome of the other 
epiſtles. I alſo thought my readers would be 
tired of peruſing 8 ſo very offenſive to 
them, 
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them, and at the ſame time ſo weak. But 
if Mr. Evanſon, in his reply, ſhould require 
tt, I promiſe him to be as full in my remarks 
© with reſpe& to theſe, as I have been with 
reſpect to the former books. 
Some who entertain my ſentiments of Mr, 
= Evanſon's performance will wonder that a 
man of his abilities and learning, ſhould write 
4 lo weakly ; and ſome, not belts themſelves 
© judges of the controverſy, will be apt to think 
there muſt be great uncertainty in the ſubject 
F itſelf, when learned men can think fo diffe- 
| 3 7 rently about it. But no perſon acquainted 
5 1 with the writings of Mr. Whiſton, will think 
3 him to have been leſs able, or leſs learned, than 
2 Mr. Evanſon; and yet his ſtrange weakneſs 
of judgment with reſpect to ſubjects of Chriſ- 
Z tian antiquity (to which, notwithſtanding, he 
did not fail to give much attention) has not 
4 Wed any ſcholar to think that there is any par- 
——Mficcular uncertainty, or obſcurity, in the ſub— 
 WHtts about which he has puzzled himſelf and 


a others ſo much. 
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Single perſons oftcn 
1 g entertain fingular notions about politics, aud 
i hings in common life; but it is a circum— 
ſtance that has no effect on the deciſiveneſs 
3 of the judgment of other perſons When they 
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have themſelves given proper attention to the n 
ſubjects. At preſent Mr. Evanſon's perform. 


lity, with which the writers above mentioned | 


ance does not ſtagger the learned, and afte; - ® 
ſome time I am confident it will have no 
more effect than Mr. Whiſton's new canon of * 


the New Teſtament. His curious reaſoning 


now only ſerves to amuſe us, ſhewing ths 
weakneſs of the human mind in certain re. 


ſpects, at the ſame time that we admire it; 
ſtrength in others. 
In my references to the Chriſtian Father: 


have generally contented myſelf with quot. 
ing Dr. Lardner and Michaelis. My collec- | 


tion of the Fathers, which had occupied me 


more than twenty years, was demoliſhed in 
the riot at Birmingham, and it is too late in 
life for me to reſtore it. In the preſent cal: i 
1 am fatisfied that my readers will have 9 


more diſtruſt than I have of the care, or fide- | 


have made their quotations, 
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LETTER I. 


: 1 0 f the Nature of Hitorical Evidence, illuſtrated by 
Y that of the GY 4 of Chriſtianity, 
DEAR SIR, 
1 au happy to find that, in my former Letters, 1 
was able to give you ſatisfaction with reſpect to the 
| propriety of Public Worſhip, and of the obſervance 
= of the Lord's Day for that purpoſe, i in reply to the 
F Odjections of Mr. Wakefield and Mr. Evanſon. 
= You have ſince read, as every ſcholar will do, Mr. 
= Evanſon's treatiſe on the Diſſonance of the Four ge- 
1 nerally received Evangeliſts; and, as I perceive, you 
are, with many others, conſiderably impreſſed by 
uit. 
You are inclined to think that the Chriſtian church 
has received the three Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, 
And John, as well as ſeveral of the epiſtles, without 
ſiufficient authority, and that the only authentic hiſf. 
2 tory of the origin and firſt planting of Chriſtianity is 1 
| 1 to be found in the goſpel of Luke, and the Acts of | 
| the Apoſtles, You are alſo diſpoſed to lay but lit- | 
de ſtreſs upon any evidence ariſing from te/imony, 
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2 The Authenticity of the 


. 2 . | — "= D 
with reſpect to events ſo remote and extraordinary, 


and to rely on that of completed prophecy in preference "8 : 


to it. You wiſh, however, to have my free thoughts 
on theſe ſubjects, and I ſhall have much pleaſure in 


giving you them. The inveſtigation of truth is al. 
ways a pleaſing employment, and it is more particu- 


larly intereſting when the ſubject is religion. 


You will naturally enough ſuſpe&t, though you 
vill not tell me fo, that it is owing to prejudice, that 
Jam unwilling to accede to opinions ſo novel and 
ſtartling as thoſe advanced by Mr. Evanſon; and it: 
would be vain for me to deny that I am as ſubje& 
to prejudice as other men; though, in general, I | 
have not objected to any opinions on account of ther 
novelty, or their not having been generally receive, | 
whether advanced by other perſons, or ſuggeſted by | 
myſelf You will attend, however, to the argu- | 
ments that I ſhall produce, and compare them with | 
| thoſe of Mr. Evanſon ; and let us both endeavour to © 
keep our minds as free from prejudice as we can, | 
that we may neither be miſled ourſelves, nor contri- | 
bute to miſlead others. | 
In the firſt place, I ſhall conſider 1 Mr. Evan- 
fon has advanced with reſpect to b1/torical evidence in | 
general, as applied by him to the evidence of Chris- 


tianity. © To all future ages,” he fays, p. 5, © pro- 


e phecy, the completed prediction of events out of 


ce the power of human ſagacity to foreſee, is the on 
ec ſupernatural teſtimony that can be alleged in pro! 
ce of the authenticity of any revelation. To tho, 

A « {07 


* 
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W . ve for example, of the preſent age, who have any 
“doubt about the certainty of the Chriſtian revela- 
( tion, and conſequently of the truth and authenticity 


e of thoſe hiſtories in which it is recorded, it cannot 


e be of the leaſt uſe to allege the miraculous acts 


e there, and there only, related to have been per- 
e formed by the firſt preachers of that revelation ; 
e becauſe thoſe acts making a very conſiderable part 


Z « of the narration, the authority and credibility of 


E 5 « the hiſtories muſt be firmly eſtabliſhed before the 


only 
e 
10ſec; 

for 


ee miracles cantained in them can reaſonably be ad- 
ee mitted as real facts.“ P. 6. © Prophecy, there- 


3 I 4 x fore,” he adds, © is by far the moſt ſatisfactory, 


b & and the only laſting, ſupernatural evidence of the 


X truth of any revelation.” And (p. 19), © the ſu- 
X pernatural power of working miracles could only 


q 2 5 


. be intended to gain the new religion attention from 


the world, and ta be a preſent teſtimony of its di- 


F vine origin and authority, till the more laſting and 


3 more ſatisfactory proof of completed Prophecy 

9 þ could take place.” 

I would be far from undervaluing the evidence of 
Teer prophecy in favour of revelation. I va- 
Wc Chriſtianity too much to neglect any proper ar- 
Iument in favour of it. Since God only can ſee into 
Wemote futurity, the cauſes of diſtant events being 
1 oncealed from all human penetration, if we have 
Kiffcient evidence of any event being diſtinctly fore- 


g 3 ld, and we are fatisfied that the prediction was no 


Sodom conjecture, we neceſſarily conclude that it 
B 2 WAS 
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was dictated by God, and that any declaration con- 


nected with it may be depended upon, ſince the Su- 


preme Being could not intend to impoſe upon his 
creatures. I alſo believe that in the ſcriptures there 
are ſeveral ſuch predictions, the publication of which 


may be clearly proved to have been prior to the 


Events. 


But notwichſtanding this, che proper, and univer- 
fally ſatisfactory evidence of all a events, mira- 


culous as well as others, is the teſtimony of perſons | 
who were eye-witneſſes of them. It depends upon 
0 principle which no perſon will deny, viz. that hu- 

man nature has been the ſame in all ages, and there. 
| fore that, if che teſtimony of perfons now living, 
who could not be deceived themſelves, and who had | 

no motive to impoſe upon others, may be depended 7 
upon, that of PS rſons in the ſame circumſtances 1 | 

hundred or a thouſand years ago may be depended | 
upon. They are but few things that we can fee with | 
our own eyes; but we are well ſatisfied with the | 


evidence of their having been ſeen by others. 


The evidence of the truth of Chriſtianity is of thi | 


 fatisfadtory kind; and if the facts on which it de. 
pends be of an extraordinary kind, as not beim 


analogous to any thing that we ourſelves are witneſs | 
to; the teſtimony by which they are aſcertained ö] 
in full proportion copious and definite; perſons then 
bing having had every motive that men could hae 
to examine and re-examine every thing relating u 
them, both its ſands and its enemies having ba ; 


ſufficient! 
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dae intereſted ſo to do, and while the facts 
were recent, and capable of ——_ ws. inveſti- 


3 ? yore) 
z In the nw extract Mr. Evanſon ſays that 


N f 2 * 55 
N 3 


che evidence of miracles is not to be depended upon, 


1 « becauſe they make a conſiderable part of the nar- 


3 « ration, the truth of which is queſtioned.” But if 


LET 0: A - 
EVER 


© the narrative be ſufficiently authenticated, the truth 


of the miracles is as well eſtabliſned as that of any 
ober facts; and there can be no objection to them, 
but what affects the narrative, i. e. the books which 
contain the account of them. To make this ob- 
en of any weight, Mr. Evanſon muſt maintain, 


3 with Mr. Hume, that no account of miracles can 


be credible. If they be credible at all, their credi- 
Dvilicy may be aſcertained by ſufficient teſtimony. 
3 If, as he ſays, miracles could only be deſigned to 
ercite attention till another kind of proof, viz. that 


* completed prophecy, can be applied, they could 
not themſelves be a proof of any thing. But a com- 


pleted prophecy is only a particular ſpecies of mira- 
We ; ſo that if miracles be no proof of a revelation, 
abi, alſo could anſwer no end, but to excite more 
attention. Miracles, however, did, in fact, not 
4 [1 nly excite attention, but actually enforced the be- 
Mief of the divine miſſions of Moſes and of Chriſt long 
beſore any prophecies were known to be completed; 
and it was the ſatisſaction which the evidence of 
Wheſe miracles gave to thoſe who ſaw them, that en- 
Feed the belief of thoſe who did not ſee them. 


B 3 In 


6 T be Authenticity of the 


In what other manner, and on what other prin- 7 4 
ciple, were ſo many converts made during the life | E 13 
of Chriſt, and till the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, dur. 4 Z 

Ing all which time the prophecies in the Chriſtian 
church were very inconſiderable? Were the Chriſ. 
tians of thoſe days, many of whom endured gte: Y 
hardſhips, and ſome of whom laid down their lives, 
for their profeſſion of Chriſtianity (and many of * x 
them did not themſelves ſee any miracle, but on) 
heard the reports of others) only in a ſtate of atten. * 
tion and expectation, without any real belief in the 
divine miſſion of Chriſt, till they could ſee ſome N 
| prophecy completed ? Nay, would the n : 
of any prophecy have produced a greater effet 
than did the certain belief, whether occaſioned 90 
the evidence of their own ſenſes, or that of others, 
that Jeſus wrought real miracles, and that he died 
and roſe from the dead? What other evidence 4 
the divine miſſion of Chriſt, or of the truth of Chrif- | 
tianity, was wanting to perſons who really believed | 4 
theſe facts? . 
Mir. Evanſon may think that Wen were ſulf⸗ 
cient to convince thoſe who themſelves ſaw cen, 
but that completed prophecy is neceſſary to the con. 
viction of thoſe who had no opportunity of cuz ; 
them. But if the evidence of /ight was ſufficient u 
convince the ſpectators that the miracles were rei 
a ſufficient evidence that thoſe ſpectators were con. 
vinced, that is, the evidence of zeftimony, can be ll. 
that is neceſſary to convince others. For this place] ; 
| then 


R x Bhs STI. 


Goſpel of Matthew, Ac. dindirated. 7 
cem preciſely in the ſituation of choſe who were the 
ſpectators. And if any perſon be fo conſtituted, as 


to think that other men, of whoſe judgment and ve- 
zz : racity he can have no doubt, were, from their own 
j inſpection and examination, ſatisfied with reſpect to 
the truth of any facts, without believing that they 
, 1 "= cally took place, neither would he be convinced by 
the evidence of his own ſenſes. Nothing can lead 
y I oy man to ſuſpend his aſſent in this caſe, but the 
*. e that, though all other perſons might be 
6 Wn poſcd upon, he could not; which is what no man 
TM will preſume to ſay of himſelf. The proof, there- 
N 3 Fore, that competent witneſſes were ſatisfied of the 
i Ei of any fact, miraculous or otherwiſe, muſt 
bB I pe ſufficient to convince others. And this it has 
rs ever failed to do. 


e Mr. Eyanſon ſeems to ſuppoſe that our belief of 


| al 3 + he miracles of Chriſt and the Apoſtles depends 
iril. = the authenticity of the books of the New Teſ- 
vel ment which contain the account of them; and cer- 
ol © all our knocoledge of theſe facts is derived from 
uff. 3 Hole books. But till our faith doth not reſt upon 
em; | he teſtimony of the writers of thoſe books, but up- 
col. In that of thoſe who firſt received the books, and 
gh | o tranſmitted them to us as authentic, which they 
nt 10 I Fould not have done, if they had not known them 
rea, Þ ? o be deſerving of credit. 
cos. It is not becauſe four perſons, though the moſt 


be all 3 
places] 
m_ 


Frexceprionable evidences, aſſert that Chriſt and 
js s Apoſtles wrought miracles, that we believe the 
| B 4 facts, 


rr 


F Th Authentidity of the 5 

facts. We believe them on the evidence of the tibu ·— 
i ſand, and tens of thouſands, themſelves well ac- q | 
quainted with the fats, by whom it cannot be de- 3 
nied that the contents of theſe books were credited. 


— —— —ñ—ͤ— — — 


— —  onoe 


— — 


— — = — - — — 
— ————— — 
— — —— 

= 


| | It is on the teſtimony of all the primitive Chriſtians, | ; f 
= and in ſome meaſure of the heathen world alſo, that 
| we believe in the miracles, the death, and refurrec. 
tion of Chriſt, in conſequence of which we are Chriſ- : 
tians. 2 
The books called he Goſpels were not the cauſ, * 
but the , of the belief of Chriſtianity in the firſt * 
ages. For Chriſtianity had been propagated with | 
great ſucceſs long before thoſe books were written; 
nor had the publication of them any particular e. 
fect in adding to the number of Chriſtian convert, ® 
Chriſtians received the books becauſe they knew be. 
forchand that the contents of them were true; 0 
they were at that time of no further uſe than to 2. 
certain, and fix, the teſtimony of living witneſſes, in 
order to its being tranſmitted without variation v * 
ſucceeding ages. For what could have been th 
preaching of the goſpel originally, but a recital of tix 
_ diſcourſes and miracles of Chriſt, by thoſe who wer 
eye-witneſſes of them, to thoſe who were not? Tie 
goſpels, therefore, contain the Wee of all cher 
preaching. | 
While the eye-witneſſes were living there vo 
little occaſion for books; and accordingly no hiſto- 
; ries were written till about thirty years after the aſce- 


ion. of Chriſt, when the eye-witneſſes were go? | 1 
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off che tage; and conſequently when their teſtimo- 
= 1 5 2 without being ſecured by writing, could not 
have been known with certainty, or have been tranſ- 
mitted to future ages. This was the natural and the 

actual progreſs of things in the primitive times. 
; I Since the belief of Chriſtianity did not originally 
e : 5 depend upon the authenticity of any books, the diſ- 
proving their authenticity will not affect its credibi- 

; bl The miracles of Chriſt and the Apoſtles muſt 
6 ; 5 have been true, or the belief of Chriſtianity could 
not have been. eſtabliſhed in the circumſtances in 
* 2 which it may be proved from hiſtory that it did ac- 


1; tually gain ground. And unbelievers in Chriſtianity 


f. prove nothing againſt it, unleſs they can prove that 


s. Chriſtianity did not make the progreſs that it is ſaid 


eto have done while the facts were recent, or that the 
nd © > | circumſtances in which it was propagated were ma- 
j. cerially different from what is commonly apprehend- 
1 3 ed; as that the civil powers did not oppoſe its pro- 
to! EE | pagation, ſo that there was no perſecution of Chriſ- 
1}, tians, nothing to lead its friends or its enemies to 

 X 2yuire into the evidence of the facts while they were 
i} recent. But the hiſtory of . thoſe times is ſo well 
3 | known, that this is clearly out of any man's power, 
ler. and muſt be fo to the end of time, while any hiſtory 
pol the firſt and ſecond centuries ſhall exilt. 


00.6 # belief of Chriſtianity cannot be accounted for with . 
de out ſuppoſing the ſtate of it in the laſt century to 
oi] have been ſuch as all authentic hiſtory repreſents 

_ Tr. it, 


wsþ 4 The preſent ſtate of things with reſpect to the 


— MEI": 
4 * 
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it. In like manner, going back 3 every cen. Y 8 
fury, we ſhall find that every one of them requires 
the preceding to have been what hiſtory informs us 
that it was, till we find that it could not poſſibly / 
have had the ſpread that it evidently had in the tines 
of Pliny and of Nero, unleſs ſuch a narrative as that 
of the Goſpels: and the Acts of the Apoſtles had 


been true, whether thoſe particular books be au- 


thentic or not. 


We have no reaſon, Rene from a regard to ' 
Chr iſtianity, to be alarmed at any effect that Mr. : 
Evanſon's publication can have. Whatever we | 
may think with reſpect to the authenticity of an 


particular books, all hiſtory is a ſtanding and ſuffi- 
cient evidence of the truth of Chriſtianity, and af- 


fords a firm foundation of our faith. I ſhall, there- 1 
for C, proceed with perfect calmneſs to examine what 1 
Mr. Evanſon has advanced againſt the authenticity / 


of the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and John, and 


in favour of the preference that he is diſpoſed to give 5 
to that of Luke, not as a believer in Chriſtianity 


againſt an unbeliever, but as one critic, if I may ſo 
call myſelf, againſt another; and I wiſh you to at- 
tend to my reaſoning with the ſame diſpaſſionate calm: 
neſs with which I write. 


I am, &c, 
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Of the Authenticity of the Four Goſpels in general. 


DEAR SIR, | 


= la. EvansoN, without ſeeming to conſider that 
Þ be authenticity of his favourite Goſpel of Luke, 
| A xreſts on the very ſame foundation with that of the 
 ZGoſpels- of Matthew, Mark, and John, more than 
inſinuates, that their authority is very doubtful. 
„The whole weight,” he ſays, page 13, © of the 
e hiſtorical evidence in favour of the authenticity of 
e the four goſpels amounts to no more than this, that 
c thoſe books, in the main of their contents, were 
- 3 | « extant in the latter end of the ſecond century, and 
43 « were received by all the Chriſtian writers, whoſe 
works have been ſuffered to come down to us, as 
= © the writings of the ſeveral apoſtles and apoſtolic 
= © men whoſe names they bear. But beſides the 
2X © ſuſpicious circumſtance already mentioned, ariſing 
= © from the prophecies of the goſpel, this evidence is 

e defective in ſuch eſſential points as render it wholly 

= < unſatisfactory, and inſufficient to prove any matter 
= © of conſequence, even in the ordinary courts of 

© © juſtice: for neither the competency nor veracity | 
= © of the witneſſes can be depended on,” 


If 


12 The Authenticity of the © 


If this be the caſe, no regard is due to any of the 1 T : 
_ Goſpels, or to any of the books of the New Teſtz. 
ment. But the circumſtances of the Chriſtian ; 


church, which received theſe books, and tranſmitted 9 


them to us, were ſuch, as there cannot be a doubt 
with reſpect to the competency of their evidence, b. 


cauſe they were publiſhed in the life-time of thou - | : 


ſands, and myriads, who were as competent witneſſe:: 
of the facts as the writers themſelves; and there 


cannot be any queſtion of their - veracity, unleſs we 1 
ſuppoſe that they all combined to tell, and to prop. 
gate, a falſehood, to their own prejudice, and merely 

to impoſe upon all poſterity; which would be a great. 
er miracle, as being more contrary to what we know of 


human nature, chan any thing recorded in thoſe books. 


Mir. Evanſon evidently argues upon the idea, tha 
the writers who firſt mention the Goſpels are the 
only witneſſes of their authenticity; and he think: 


they were too remote, and too prejudiced, to be d- — 
pended upon. But beſides that no motive can be 


imagined for ſuch conduct, let them be ſuppoſed to 

have been ever ſo liable to prejudice, it was not in 
their power to impoſe upon the world with reſpet 2? 
to theſe books. For though there were few writers 
between the time in which the Goſpels were written | 3 
and Juſtin Martyr ; and admitting, what there is no | 
occaſion to do, that all the intervening writers are 


ſpurious, it was only an interval of about ſeventy | 


years, and in this there was no interruption of chriſtian 


churchey In all this time the ſcriptures of the 


New 


e is not to be compared with that of theſe. 
A The 
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New Teſtament, as well as thoſe of the Old, were 
beta, and publicly read; ſo that the books which 


2M $4 been receiyed as authentic, by thoſe who were 


-mſelyes judges of their authenticity, could not be 
Konknown: ; and there never was any doubt with re- 


I „ 5 ſpect to. any of the Four Goſpels, the Acts of the 
2 7 Apoſtles, and the far greater part of the Epiſtles. 


We find in Euſebius, that Papias, biſhop of 
jerapolis, who was acquainted with the daughters 


F- that Philip who baptized the eunuch of the queen of 


Ethiopia, and who wrote A. D. 116, only about fifty 


9 years after the writing of the Goſpels, mentions the 


opel of Matthew, and in ſuch a manner, as that i it 
appears there was not then any diſpute about it; ſo that 


there cannot be any reaſon to doubt, that the ow 
23 4 which wamenohavenher bears his name, was the ſim 


1 chat we now have, and as it was originally publiſhed. 


As there had not, at that time, been any general 


3 | perſecution of Chriſtians, it is probable that the 
3 | originals of the books, which they held in the 


| higheſt eſteem, and eſpecially the epiſtles of Paul 
to particular churches, were preſerved till ſo many 


copies had been taken, and ſo many tranſlations made 


* them, as would put it out of the power of fraud ta 


1 : Y impas upon the world with reſpect to them. The 
I intereſt that all Chriſtians certainly took in thoſe 


# books would enſure this. As theſe books were, no 
ry then, as they are now, publicly read in all 
| Chriſtian churches, the authenticity of any other 
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14 hee Autbenticityof the bt 
The ſuperior evidence of the authenticity of the 4 3 
books of the New Teſtament, may be illuſtrated by 3 "= 
that of books known to have been uſed in ſchools from 4 a 
the time of their firſt compoſition, and that of books 
which only fall into the hands of men of leiſure. OO 
the former, every ſchool, and many of the ſcholars, 
would, of courſe, have copies; ſo that the difficulty Y 
of making any material alteration in them would ſoon _ 


/ 


become inſuperable: whereas the other would only 


be copied now and then, according to the caſual de- 
mand for them. The books of the New Teſtament 
had a ſimilar advantage, by being read in all Chriſtian 
churches, as well as in private families, with the ad- 
ditional one, of the infinitely greater intereſt that Chri- 
tians conceived themſelves to have in their contents. 

The antient verſions of the books of; ehe N 
Teſtament afford a deciſive proof of their antiquitr. 
For though none that arc now extant can be proved 
to have exiſted ſo early as Mr. Evanſon requires, there 
is evidence tliat there were tranſlations of them, pro- 


bably the ground-work of thoſe that we now have, 
in an earlier period. There were Syriac verſions, 
and ſeveral Latin ones, in the very firſt century. See 
Michaelis's Introduction to the New Teſtament, 


vol. i. p. 44. And this is highly probable in itſelf. 


For if there were converts to Chriſtianity in Syria, 
which was contiguous to Judea, and among the Ro- 
mans, as no doubt there were, they would get copies 
of all the writings that were held in eſteem by Chril- 
tians, as ſoon as they heard of them. 


Mr, 
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Mr. Evanſon ſeems not to have been aware of the 


M cue of forging books, eſpecially ſuch as thoſe of 
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I * 1 e New Teſtament, on account of the peculiarity of 
heir fyle, which is fo unlike that of any other writings 
E l 0 hate ver, more eſpecially for the Hebraiſims that oc- 
eur in them. On this account the writers muſt have 
ppeen Jews; whereas Mr. Evanſon ſuppoſes them to 
dave been written in ſo late a period, that it is almoſt 
4 rtain there were few, if any, Jewiſh writers. And 


bo Jewiſh Chriſtian, if we know any thing of their 
R — would have concurred in ſuch an impo- 
ſcion; ; becauſe they oppoſed thoſe corrupt doctrines 
ind practices, which Mr. Evanſon ſuppoſes they were 
ritten to promote. He will hardly ſuppoſe that 
y Jewiſh Chriſtian would have forged he epiltles 


7 ; I ebe to Paul. 


As to writers properly Greek e theſe books, 


2 4 t would have been abſolutely impoſſible. Beſides 


he many inſuperable difficulties ariſing from an at- 


2M Ention to geography, chronology, and hiſtory, the 


I ode of writing is wholly unlike that of any Greck. 
The earlieſt Greek chriſtians, who favoured the 
ns that Mr. Evanſon will deem corrupt, were 


gultin Martyr, and his diſciple Tatian. But how 
ynlike 1s their ſtile to that of the New Teſtament, and 


How incapable (though the former of them lived in 
Paleſtine) muſt they have been of forging ſuch books 


* 6 theſe? Beſides MOT were both too honeſt to think 


| There were, no o doubt, in pretty early times, other 
Cope 


8 
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— written in imitation of the PI i 
though not perhaps with a view to impoſe upon the 
world, with reſpect to any. thing of 1 importance, on : 
that was manifeſtly impoſſible, - But learned Chi. : 
tians were, from the beginning, ſo attentive to uu 
buſineſs, that the attempts could never ſucceed. 
Serapion, biſhop of Antiach, A. D. 200, in u ® 
*epiſtle to ſome who had too much reſpect for a work, I 
entitled The Goſpel of Peter, ſaid, © We, brethres, ; 
© receive Peter, and the other apoſtles, as Chriſtian; 
« but, as ſkilful men, we reject thoſe writings whi 
& are falſely aſcribed to them, well knowing that . 
ce have received no ſuch.” Lardner's works, vol i. 
p. 29. Auſtin ſays, We know the writings d“ 
« the apoſtles, as we know the works of Play 
« Ariſtotle, Cicero, Varro, and others, and as . 
e know the writings of ſeveral eccleſiaſtical author; X 2 
cc foraſmuch as they have the teſtimony of corempoÞ 2 
& raries, and of thoſe who lived in ſucceeding times" 
Ib. p. 31. : 3 
Accordingly, learned men (and Chriſtian churctsþ 
were never without ſuch men) as Serapion, Origen 
| Euſebius, Jerom, and Auſtin, Had it in their po- 
to aſcertain the genuineneſs of all the books uſed + 
Chriſtians; and it appears from their writings, that! z 
was done to general, if not univerſal ſatisfaction, be 
fore there was any interruption of learning, civil 
tion, or Chriſtianity, in that part of the world in va 
the goſpel originated. Dr. Lardner obſerves, tÞ# 
* from the quotations of Irenæus, Clemens Alex 
7 3 cee 
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3 ce Jrinus, Tertullian, and other writers of the ſecond 
century, of Origen in the third, and of Euſebius in 
the fourth century, it appears, that the greateſt 
RX part of the books which are now received by us, 
and are called canonical, were univerſally acknow- 
L 1 e ledged in their times, and had been ſo acknow- 
. ledged by the elders and churches of former times. 
And the reſt now received by us, though they 
were then doubted of, or contradicted, were well 
known, and approved by many.” vol. vi. p. 26. 
The books, concerning which doubts were en- 
t tertained in the time of Euſebius (it not being 
* Pgreed by all, that they were written by the perſons 
0 2 b to whom they are aſcribed) were only the epiſtle to 
10 3 4 the Hebrews, that of James, the ſecond of Peter, 
Y Z he ſecond and third of John, and the Revelation, 
hich Mr. Evanſon, depending upon the evidence 
pof completed prophecy, rather than that of hiſtorical 
1c,” | citimony, conſiders as one of the moſt authentic of 
gaull the books of the New Teſtament. 
That doubts were entertained concerning the 
books above mentioned, is the leſs to be wondered 
at, as they were not epiſtles addreſſed to particular 
churches, where proviſion would naturally be made 
3 or preſerving them, but either treatiſes, or epiſtles 
F ddreſſed to whole deſcriptions of men, or to pri- 
Pate perſons, in whoſe hands they would be more 
Wiable to accidents. 
; ; | Mr. Evanſon conſiders the pretended power of 
. : working miracles, as an inconteſtable proof of the 


C « falſebood 


18 T The Authenticity of the 
re falfehood and deceit of the orthodox Chriſtians &f | 


« early times,” p. 18; whereas it proves nothing but 
their credutity, and that in one particular reſpect; and 


the number of real miracles in the age immediate) 3 


preceding their own would, without any great impu- 
tation upon them, diſpoſe them to believe in other; 
on ſlight grounds. Beſides, this credulity, and eſpe- 
cially the charge of falſehood and impoſition in this 
_ caſe, is greatly exaggerated by Mr. Evanſon. 


The ſtrongeſt caſes that Mr. Evanſon mentions are 
the Glowing, « A third,” he ſays, p. 15, meaning 
Tertullian, © aſſerts upon his own knowledge, that 


cc the corpſe of one dead Chriſtian, at the firft breath 


« of the prayer made by the Prieſt, on occaſion of its | 
ce own funeral, removed its hands from its ſides, into tht 
ec uſual poſture of a ſupplicant, and when the ſervic: | 


te was ended, reſtored them again to their former lud. 


ce tion; and relates as a fact, which he and all the 
orthodox of his time credited, that the body of 
< another Chriſtian already interred moved itſelf ic u 


« fide of the grave to make room for another cart) 
« which was ging to be laid by if,” 


Now this is by no means a juſt repreſentation of 
the caſe ; as Tertullian does not ſay that he knew d 


nnn 


fact, but only the woman, of whom it was related, 9% | 
ſeminam, &c. And that both the ſtories were oh!? 
ſuch as he had heard, and not what he knew of hin. 
ſelf, is evident from his introducing the latter c Þ 2 


them by ſaying, Eſt et alia relatio apud noſtros, i. e. 


mut 


 Toere is another report current among us. A mm 
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muſt have very little knowledge of human nature, or 


= human life, who can infer from ſuch credulity as 
** rhis, that a perſon would knowingly impoſe upon 
= the world by fictitious books. 


I do not believe 


Tertullian to have been any more capable of this 


2 


niſter bury their own dead. A young woman was 
brought to be interred on a Saturday evening; and 
having performed part of the ſervice in the meeting- 
= houſe, I was waiting in the veſtry till the corpſe was 
carried to the grave: when, finding that the people 
= were longer about this buſineſs than uſual, I aſked 
4 the clerk what occaſioned the delay. 
were diſputing whether the woman was really dead. 
Upon this I went to them, and aſked whether any 
1 3 of them had a doubt about her being dead; and the 
mother, who was preſent, ſaying that /be had, I ad- 
viſed them to take her home, and endeavour to bring 
her to life, it being time enough to bury her when it 
mhould appear that ſhe was certainly dead; and ac- 
cCordingly they took her back again. 


than Mr. Evanſon himſelf. 


How eaſily, and I believe innocently, ſuch ſtories 


as theſe in Tertullian may gain ground, and be pro- 
| pagated, I had a remarkable inſtance of, when I lived 


at Leeds, where the Diſſenters to whom I was mi- 


He ſaid, they 


This incident, as might be expected, gave occaſion 


to much converſation, and many reports; and the 
Z 4 next day I heard that one perſon, talking of it to 
another, ſaid, © ſhe was alive ſure enough, for that 


C'2 ce ſhe 
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« ſthe was as red as a fox, and ſweat like a brock,“ 
common proverbs in that part of the country. On 
hearing this I ſaid, I ſhould not wonder if it was re- 


ported in ſome of the neighbouring towns, that the 


woman was actually come to life. But more than 
this took place in Leeds itſelf, for preſently after this 
it was ſaid, that ſhe came to life in the meet- 
ing-houſe ; that, lifting up her head, ſhe moved the 
lid ef the coffin, and that being taken out, and reſting 
a little in the veſtry, ſhe walked home by the help of 
the clerk. Now I can eaſily conceive that this ſtory 
grew to this ſize, and in ſo ſhort a time, in conſe- 
quence of being frequently repeated, without the leaſt 
intention to deceive in any of the relaters. The 


woman, however, was really dead, and we buried her 


on the Monday following. 


Had any perſon living in Leeds, and only ac- 
quainted with this woman, believed the report, and 


related it in ſuch Latin as Tertullian wrote, he would | 
have introduced it with ſaying, : as | he does, Scio fe- | 


minam, &c. > 
Mr. FEvanſon ſays, p. 16, * There is ſtill a 
ce greater defect in the teſtimony of thoſe early wri- 
© ters, than even theit ſuperſtitious credulity. 1 
* mean their diſregard of honour and veracity, in 
* whatever concerned the cauſe of their particular 
© ſyſtem.” But even admitting this, which I am far 
from believing to be the caſe, it was abſolutely out of 
the power of any C hriſtians, divided as they were 
among 
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among themſelves, from the very firſt, to impoſe 
forged books upon others. They would watch 
one another too narrowly for this. That all the 
= Chriſtian world, credulous as many of them may 
7 be ſuppoſed to have been, ſhould agree to receive 
books as genuine, which they knew not to be 
ſo, is not to be admitted on ſuch a pretence as 
this. | 
'This blame 1s thrown by Mr. Evanſon on thoſe 
whom he terms the orthodox in the Chriſtian church, 
p. 112, by whom he means the Platonizing CBriſtiane, 
for with them the doctrine of the HVinity, at which he 
= juſtly rakes ſo much offence, originated. But the 
Þ very firſt of theſe was Juſtin Martyr, as has been fully 
= roved by Mr. Lindſey, and the canon of the New 
5 Teſtament with reſpect to the Four Goſpels, and all 
4 the moſt important books, was fixed long before his 
time. In early times the Chriſtian world, as Mr. 
a 4 Evanſon will acknowledge, was, and-mult have been, 


2 Unitarian, with the exception of ſome Gnoſtics, and 
= theſe entertained ſo great an averſion to each other, 
; at lealt the former to the latter, that ir could not 


| 1 have been in the power of either of them to impoſe 
| : | upon the others, with reſpect to the authenticity of 


5 ; books equally received by them all. Beſides, had 
# | the books been forged for any particular purpolc, 
1 3 they would have been made more f: avourable to that 
& purpoſe than they appear to be. 

- Notwithſtanding this well known ſtate of bi 


3 Mr. Eyanſon ſays, p. 112, © From what St. 2 
1 1 e and 
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te and other writers inform us, there is no doubt but 
ce the orthodox church, if ſhe had choſen to pre- 
« ſerve them, might, at this hour, have had forty 
ee inſtead of four different Goſpels; and many of 
e them much more deſerving her regard than three 
& of thoſe ſhe hath thought fit to ſelect and ſave from 
« the general wreck, in which the writings of the 
« primitive Chriſtians have been involved.” 
This is advanced by Mr. Evanſon from mere ; 
imagination, without even the appearance of any | 
authority, ſo that it requires no refutation at all. 
Let Mr. Evanſon enumerate theſe forty goſpels, 
and ſhow that any of them was deſerving of ſo much 
credit as any of the four that are now received, 
Origen muſt have been a better judge in this reſpect 
than Mr. Evanſon, and, according to Euſebius, he 
ſays, that * he knew four Goſpels only, and that he 
ce learned by tradition, that they only were received 
ce without diſpute by the whole church of God un- 
ce der heaven.” Lardner's Works, vol. vi. p. 28. 
Accordingly, in whatever eſtimation the few ſpu- 
rious goſpels that we read of were held by ſome for 
a time, they ſunk into univerſal diſcredit, and are 
loſt, while he four are retained to this day, and wil, 
I doubt not, continue to be reſpected as they nov 
are, notwithſtanding any attempt to diſcredit them, 
In fact, it is evident from the writings of Mr. Jones 
and Dr. Lardner, to which Mr. Evanſon ought © 
have paid ſome attention, that there never were 


more than two or three of thoſe ſpurious golpels 
and 


85 4 


* 
> - : » * 
Yd 83 
. 
; 2 
e 


33 i . 8 SES ; 9 = J 85 R 
COPE org Re — e 


* 
8 - EP 3 15 5 2v 
> - 0 88 © Ju Ob 
EE ed Re 


3 


2 , 


1 


Goſpel of Matthew, Gc. vindicated. 23 


Z | and that the credit they had was only with a few, 


and that of ſhort duration. 

It is not probable that any ſpurious goſpels would 
| be written, whatever were the views of the writers, 
till ſome genuine ones had got eſtabliſhed credit. 
As to thoſe that Luke refers to, he does not cenſure 
| chem as ſpurious, but only as imperfect; and there 
can be no doubt but that, of tranſactions of ſuch im- 
bones there would, from the earlieſt times, be 
many accounts, more or leſs accurate, in circula- 
tion among Chriſtians. 

Mr. Evanſon may ſay, that the learned orthodox 
Chriſtians were more aſſiduous in impoſing upon 
the world with reſpect to the fabrication of books 
favourable to their purpoſe, than the Unitarians 
were in guarding againſt their impoſitions. But 
the Chriſtian world was never without learned Uni- 
tarians, from the earlieſt times to thoſe of Photi- 
nus; and in the age in which Mr. Evanſon ſays 
that the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and John were 
written, the majority of Chriſtian biſhops were, no 
doubt, Unitarian; ſo that any attempt to impoſe 
upon them books unfavourable to their ſentiments 
would have been in vain, 

Mr. Evanſon cannot ſay that the Unitarians might 
have made remonſtrances on the ſubject, but that, 


their writings being loſt, we have no means of 
knowing what they were. For though writings may 


E 


* 
4 
2 


be loſt, yet, if they occaſion any diſcuſſion, argu- 
| oy 4 ments, 
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ments, or at leaſt traces of the opinions ſupported by 
them, will not be loſt. Thus we can eaſily collect 
the arguments of the Gnoſtics, the Unitarians, an{ 
the Arians, of antient times, from the writings of 
their antagoniſts, though all their own are periſhed, 
If, therefore, the Unitarians, or any other deng- 
mination of Chriſtians, had ever complained that 
the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, or John, were ſpu- 
rious, we could not but have heard that they did 
ſo, and ſhould alſo have known, though indirecth, 
the objections they made to them. Let Mr. Evan 
ſon account, if he can, for the abſolute, and almo! 
inſtant rejection of the Goſpel of Peter, and the uni. 
verſal reception of thoſe of Matthew, Mark, and 
John, without ſuppoſing the latter to be genuine, 
and the other not. 
Mr. Evanſon ſeems to think there is no evidence 
for the authenticity of the books that he rejects from 
the canon of the New Teſtament beſides that of the 
orthodox Chriſtians, by whom he means thoſe who cor- 
rupted the goſpel, and who wiſhed to tranſmit their 
_ peculiar opinions and practices to poſterity. But be- 
ſides overlooking the conſideration that, ſince the gol- 
pel was firſt preached by the Apoſtles, they. who 
corrupted it mult, of courſe, at firſt, have been feu, 
and therefore that the great majority, who held it 
as it had been delivered to them, would have et- 
fectually prevented any ſuch impoſition ; and all 
the farther conſideration, that they who can be fup- 
= | - poſe 
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| pod to have forged books for the purpoſe above- 
E mentioned were by no means agreed among them- 
ö ſelves, and therefore would never have favbured one 
\ another's impoſitions; I ſay, beſides overlooking 
1 : theſe obvious conſiderations, he ſzems to have for- 
3 gotten, that we have, in an indirect way, but by 


} no means hable to any juſt ſuſpicion, the teſtimony 
ol thoſe who were called heretics, and allo that of 


| © the Heathens, to the authenticity of theſe books. It 
| zs true that their own writings are periſhed, but by 
means of their adverſaries, we know what they did 
q | . write, and what they thought, on every important 
| ? | ſubject. And there 1s reaſon to conclude that they 


£ 


admitted the authenticity of all the four Goſpels, as 


| 2 well as that of ſome, and probably that of all, the 


| Agog of Paul that are objected to by Mr. Evanſon. 


I 2 TheCerinthians, who were probably ſome of the 


: earlieſt Gneſtics, cotemporary with John, and the 


other Apoſtles, muſt have known, according to Epi- 


Phanius, the Goſpel of Matthew, becauſe he ſays they 
3 adopted part of it. Michaehs' Introd. vol. i. p. 36. 


: 


And I would obſerve that the rejection of the whole, 


25 A 
8 — 
* 


| or part, of a book, by the Gnoſtics, did not imply 


that they thought it ſpurious, but only that they did 
not approve of ir, and eſpecially that they did not 
chooſe to make uſe of it in their churches. Mar- 
cion, who lived in the beginning of the ſecond 
century, mentioned the Goſpel of Matthew, as well 
as that of Luke, the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, with 


thoſe of Peter and James, and ten epiſtles of Paul: 


ior 
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for he criticized them, and publiſhed new edition; 
of them for the uſe of his diſciples. Ib. p. 38. 

The Ebionites I am far from conſidering as he- 
retics, ſince, in my opinion, they were the genuine 
Jewiſh Chriſtians; but they formed a body of Chriſ- 
tians diſtinct from the Gentiles, who conſidered 
them as, on that account, heretics. Though they 
did not make uſe of any Goſpel beſides that of Mat- 
thew, with ſome variations, it is never ſaid that 
they rejected the others; and it is certain that they 
knew of the epiſtles of Paul, ſince they objected to 
the doctrine of them, and diſliked him much on 
that account, 

Had there been any apparent cauſe of doubting 
the authenticity of the four Goſpels, it could not 
have been unknown to the learned heathens who 
_ wrote againſt Chriſtianity; and they would, no 
doubt, have availed themſelves of it, as affording 
a ſuſpicion that the things recorded in them neve: 
happened. But it 1s evident that Celſus, who wrote 
in the beginning of the ſecond century, Porphyry, 
the moſt learned of all the oppoſers of Chriſtianity, 
and Julian, the moſt inveterate of them, conſidered 
the books of the New Teſtament in general as no 
forgeries. Alſo, ſo early as the time of Celſus, 
there appear to have been many variations in dif 
ferent copies of them, which implies that they had 
been often copied, and therefore had exiſted a col 
ſiderable time. 


Mr. Evanſon _ p. 2, © This is far from be- 
ce ing 
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3 « ing in any degree a proof of the point in queſtion. 
e They were all too much maſters of argument not 
© «to ſee how greatly that very conceſſion was in 
® « their favour.” But why, then, did they not make 
4 uſe of it for that purpoſe? He adds, And were 
A « not the author of theſe pages convinced, as he 
F really is, upon better and firmer grounds, of the 
4 « truth and divine authority of the revelation by Je- 
e ſus Chriſt; and had he an inclination to prejudice 
* « the goſpel in the opinion of thinking men; he 
* « cannot imagine a ſtronger argument than might 
: ce be drawn againſt it, from the objectionable, con- 


* tradiftory paſſages contained in thoſe books, on 


© a ſuppoſition that they were all actually written by 
its firſt and moſt authoritative teachers,” But if 


Chriſtianity had been in any real danger from this 
quarter, it muſt have appeared long before this 
time. For the four Goſpels were from the firſt as 


open to examination and objection as they are now ; 


and if the contradictions were ſuch as could never 
be diſcovered before, they could not be very glar- 
ing ones, or ſuch as the Chriſtian world had any 
thing to apprehend from. Whatever be the views 
of Mr. Evanſon, other perſons, as quick-ſighted as 
he, would not have ſpared Chriſtianity on this ac- 
count, | 

Mr. Evanſon ſpeaks in general terms of the cor- 


: rupt Chriſtianity of thoſe who, in his opinion, forg- 


jects 
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jets to. But he ſhould have ſtated what thoſe cor- 
ruptions were, and have ſhewn the probability of 
the perſons to whom he aſcribes the fabrication of 
them, having written them 1n that particular manner. 
He will not, for inſtance, pretend that they were fa- 
vourers of the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation who 
wrote thoſe books, notwithſtanding ſome paſſages 
in them are alleged in ſupport of that doctrine, be- 


cauſe it is certain that no ſuch doctrine was enter 


tained in ſo early an age. Now the greateſt cor- 


ruption of Chriſtianity, and one that in Mr. Evan- 


ſon's opinion, as well as my own, is the foundation 
of moſt of the reſt, was the exaltation of the perſon 
of Jeſus Chriſt to the rank of a ſuperangelic being, 
or of God. But there was no opinion of this nature 
in the. period to which Mr. Evanſon 1s confined be- 
fades that of the Gnoſtics, who never had it in their 
power to impoſe any books on the reſt of the Chriſ. 
tian world. And if any Trinitarians, of whom hif- 
tory gives no account, had been concerned in the 
fabrication of thoſe books, they would never have 
made them ſo favourable as they now are to the 

Unitarian doctrine. 
Would any other than a ſtrict Unitarian have 
made our Saviour uniformly ſpeak of himſelf as no- 
thing more than @ man, as he always does in the 
Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and John, to ſay, that 
of himſelf he could do nothing, but that the Father 
50:79 bim did the works ? Or when, in a figurative 
ſenſe, 
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ſenſe, he ſpake of his being one ib the Father, 
would he have explained i it of ſuch an union as ſub- 


ſiſted between himſelf and his diſciples, and between 


them all and God? Alſo the epiſtles that Mr. Evan- 


fon rejects are all Unitarian. 


Submitting theſe Fm to your a atten- 


tion, 


I am, Sir, &c, 
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8 The Authenticity of the 


LETTER I. 


of the Proference given by Mr. Evanſon to the G . | 


of Luke. 


DEAR SIR, 


Havixe conſidered what Mr. Evanſon has ad- 
vanced on the ſubject of the evangelical hiſtory in 
general, I ſhall add a few obſervations on his rea- | 
ſons for giving ſo decided a preference, as he does, 
to the Goſpel of Luke; and to me it appears to be 
perfectly arbitrary, without any proper evidence, E 
external or internal, in favour of its ſuperior ; 


authenticity. 


He ſays, p. 24, that « the hiſtories of LAKE were | 6 
* certainly the firſt in the order of time.” Bur Y 


Origen, who lived nearer to the time of their publi- 


cation, ſays, that © according to tradition, the firſt 
© Goſpel was written by Matthew, once a publican, &Þ * 


« and afterwards a diſciple of Chriſt.” Lardner's 


Works, vol. vi. p. 49. This Goſpel is alſo alluded Þ 
to by Clemens Romanus, the earlieſt of all the Chril- | 
tian writers after the apoſtles, and the genuinene(s 


of whoſe epiſtle is allowed by Mr. Evanſon him- 


ſelf. And if we examine the teſtimony of all the 3 
4 antients, Þ 
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antients, detailed at full length by Dr. Lardner, we 
ſhall not find any preference whatever given to the 
Goſpel of Luke, either as written more early, or in 
any other reſpect of more value, than the others. 
On the contrary, the preference is always given to 
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the Goſpels of Matthew and John, as written by eye- 
witneſſes, whereas it was thought that Mark and 
Luke could only collect, and digeſt, the evidence of 
others. But Mr. Evanſon writes as if he had never 
heard either of Mr. Jones or Dr. Lardner, or of 
| © the evidence produced by them in favour of the pre- 
ſent canon. 
Mr. Evanſon fays, p. 114, that Luke's work 
« itſelf very ſtrongly implies that Matthew had | 
ce written no goſpel at all before the fourth year | 
« of Nero,” meaning before he himſelf wrote. | 
But all that can be inferred from what Luke really _ 
| fays, is, that he had not ſeen any ſatisfactory account | i 
of the life of Chriſt before he undertook his, and 4 1 
therefore that he had not ſeen the Goſpel of Mat- 1 il 
thew or Mark, which are nearly as large and full | : 15 
as his own, Dr. Lardner more naturally infers from b | f 
| this circumſtance, that all the three evangeliſts wrote = i: 
about the ſame time, unknown to each other, viz. j 1 ? 
A. D. 63, 64, or 65; and the circumſtances of Wl: 
| the Chriſtian church at that time, viz. the ap- 5 1 
proach of the diſperſion of the apoſtles, and other ink | 
primitive Chriſtians, by the Jewiih war, would 4 | 
| lead Chriſtians in different and diftant places to ll! 
deſire to have ſome written account of what they Wi 
: i had | l | 
? 11 
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had been taught concerning Chriſt; and for this 


purpoſe they would naturally apply to thoſe whom 
they thought the beſt qualified to give them the 
information they wanted. 

The account of Theodore of Mopſueſtia, from 


. fuch evidence as he could collect, and though late, 


yet before the loſs of any of the writings of the pri- 
mitive Chriſtians, of which we now complain, ap- 
pears very natural. When Peter went to Rome, 
« and John to Epheſus, about this tume, the other 
ce evangeliſts, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, publiſhed 
te their Goſpels, which were ſoon ſpread over all 
< the world, and were received by all the faithful in 


ie general with great regard. Nevertheleſs, the Chriſ- 


e tians of Aſia brought thoſe Goſpels to John, ear- 
ce neſtly entreating him to write a farther account of 
« ſuch things as were needful to be known, and 


had been omitted by the others, and with this re- 
© queſt he comphed ” Lardner's Works, vol. vi. 


P- 37+ 


In conſequence of this, the three Goſpels of 


Matthew, Mark, and Luke, would be written about 
the ſame time, and that of John not long after; 


and there is nothing in any of the Goſpels that is 
unfavourable to this ſuppoſition, 

Mr. Evanſon lays great ſtreſs on the writer of 
the Goſpel of Luke intimating that he was the 


companion cf Paul, whereas, he adds, p. 21, © the 


« Goſpels according to Matthew and Mark contain 
* not the ſlighteſt inſimuation that their authors were 
ce apoſtles 
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te apoſtles of Jeſus Chriſt, or even men of the 
te apoſtolic age.” But the ſame objection might be 


made to the authenticity of many of the books of 


the Old and New Teſtament, and other antient 
writings, the authors not mentioning their own names, 
or ſpeaking of themſelves in the third perſon. We 
believe that Moſes, and others, wrote the books 
that are aſcribed to them from the teſtimony of 
thoſe who firſt received them, and who tranſmitted 


them to poſterity, It is not a writer's calling him- 


ſelf the author of any book, or his indirectly inti- 
mating that he was preſent at the tranſactions that 
he relates, that will enſure our belief of it. 


We 
muſt know that ſuch aſſertions, or intimations, were 


credited at the time of the publication. This is 
our only authority for the facts. It is on this evi- 


dence that we believe that Julius Cæſar, and Ta- 
citus, wrote the books that are aſcribed to them. 


According to univerſal uncontradicted tradition, 
the writers of the Goſpels of Matthew and John 
were eye-witneſſes of what they relate; and therc is 


nothing in the narratives that is inconſiſtent with this 


ſuppoſition, but many circumſtances highly favour- 
able to it ; whereas, according to Luke himſelf, he 
was only a collector of the evidence of others. 

We are, no doubt, furniſhed by Luke with the 
date of his works, viz. ſoon after Paul had been 
two years priſoner at Rome. But there 1s no evi- 


dence whatever that Matthew, or Mark, wrote 


later; and the ſimilar manner in which they all in- 
D troduce 
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troduce the prophecy concerning the deſtruction of 
Jeruſalem, makes it highly probable that they all 
wrote in ſimilar circumſtances with reſpect to that 


event, viz. before it took place. 


Mr. Evanſon lays great ſtreſs on Silas being the 
real author of the books that now bear the name of 
Luke. But admitting this, I do not know that i 
will add to the authority that they would be enti- 
tled to from the conſideration of their being written 


by any other companion of Paul, as the writer, 


Nr PIER 2228 


whatever might be his name, certainly was. The 
criticiſm is by many thought ingenious, but it ap- 


pears to me to be ill founded. Had it been juſt, 


ſhould have expected ſome intimation of it in ſome 


early Chriſtian writer, whereas none of them appear 
to have had any ſuch idea. 


Mr. Evanſon fays, p. 106, that“ the author of 
ce the Acts of the Apoſtles himſelf informs us that 
te his name was Silas, that he was one of the chicf 
emen among the brethren, &c.” But this Mr. 
E.vanſon is certainly not authorized to ſay. All that 
he can pretend is, that it may be ferred from cir- 
cumſtances that the author of the book was Silas. 
But ſurely that high commendation of himfelf is not 


favourable to Mr. Evanſon's hypotheſis, - 


Beſides, if it was this writer's cuſtom to ſpeak of 


himſelf in the firft perſon, as is evident from his 
ſometimes ſaying we did ſo and ſo; why did he 
not do fo uniformly, and inſtead of ſaying, (ch. xvi. 


'20,) they went out of priſon, when himſelf was 
| one 
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one of them, ſay, Ne went out of priſon? This he never 
does, when Silas was certainly one of the company. 
I wonder it ſhould not have ſtruck Mr. Evanſon 
himſelf to obſerve that from Acts xvi. 10, to 
ver. 17, we or us occurs in almoſt every verſe; but 
that immediately after, whencver Paul and Silas only 

are mentioned, the ſtyle changes to Hh and zhem. 
It is not natural for a writer to call the ſame 
perſon by two different names, unleſs he ſomewhere 
ſignify that they do mean the ſame perſon. Now 
in two epiſtles, viz. 2 Cor. i. 19, and 1 Theſſ. i. 1, 
Paul mentions Sileauus, which is not doubted to be 
the fame with Silas, who otherwiſe is never men— 
tioned by Paul at all; and in three cpiſtles, viz. 
Col. iv. 14, 2 Tim. iv. 11, and Philemon, v. 24, 
he mentions Luke. | It is natural, therefore, to con- 
clude that Silas, or Silvauus, and Luke, were dif- 

ferent perſons. 1 1 

Mr. Evanſon ſays, p. 107, the writer of the 
Acts of the Apoſtles muſt have been Silas becauſe 
only he and Timothy went with him © through Phry- 
ee gia and Galatia, and came to Troas, where 
« Paul, in a viſion, was directed to go over into 
© Macedonia; and after he had ſeen the viſion, 
« ſays the author, immediately we endeavoured to 
go into Macedonia, aſſuredly gathering, that the 
« Lord had called ys to preach the Goſpel unto 
* them. This is the firſt paſſage in which the wri-- 
* ter ſpeaks in his own perton, and in the {ame per- 
+ . 
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&© ſon, he frequently expreſſes himſelf afterwards 
« to the end of his hiſtory.” But it is no where 
faid that, though Silas and Timothy were with 
Paul in this journey, he had no other companions, 
and Luke might join them at Troas. = 
He adds, p. 108, “ as it is evident, from this part 
te of the Acts compared with 2 Cor. c. i. v. 19. 
e and with the addreſs of both the epiſtles to the 
« Theſſalonians, that St. Paul had no attendants, 
« when he firſt preached the goſpel in Macedonia 
and Greece, beſides Silas or Silvanus, of which 
« laſt name Silas is merely an abbreviation, and 
« Timotheus; one of thoſe two mult be profeſſedly 


ce the writer of theſe hiſtories. That it was not 


Timotheus appears from Acts c. xx. v. 4 and «, 
e where the author enumerates Timotheus amongſt 
ce thoſe diſciples who accompanied Paul, on his return 
e into Aſia, and adds, theſe going before, tarried for 
cc 45 at Troas.” But what Paul ſays is only this. 


For the Son of Cod, Feſus Chriſt, who was preached 


among you by us, and Silvanus, and Timotheus, &c. 
and this was at Corinth, where Luke might not be 
with them, or might not have particularly diſtin- 
guiſhed himſelf by preaching. On ſuch weak foun- 
dations is this hypotheſis founded. 

Mr. Evanſon infers that the Goſpels of Matthew 
and Mark were written after that of Luke, becauſe 
they contain not only many of the ſame particulars, 


but ſometimes in the fame words. © A work,” ſays 


is. 


2 
* - 
8 
"58, 
| 
Sos 
EINE 
£ 
2 
5 
85 
. 
LEP 
2 
ab 
- 7 
4 * 
— 
. 544 
_ 2 
5 


. 
eee 


Goſpel of Matthew, Sc. vindicated, 3 


he, p. 159, © ſo evidently borrowed, in many pat- 
« ſages and in ſome literally tranſcribed from St. 
« Luke, and in all the reſt of it ſo badly written, 
« cannot be a tranſlation of any original Hebrew 
« work ; but muſt have been compoſed, in the very 
« form in which we have received it, long after the 


publication of the Goſpel of Luke, and conſe- 


« quently not by St. Matthew, nor any other apoſtle.” 

But ſimilar things being found in all theſe goſ- 
pels, is no more a proof that Matthew or Mark 
copied Luke, than that he copied them; and the 


ſimilarity is eafily accounted for without ſuppoſing 


that any of them copied from the others, ſince there 


might be imperfect but authentic accounts of many 
of the particulars, which were equally in the hands 
of them all, and which might be copied, with more 


or leſs variation, by them all. That there were 
ſuch imperfe&t accounts, is expreſsly aſſerted by 


| Luke, and is natural in itſelf. 


Many perſons, no doubt, would be careful to 
commit to writing ſuch accounts of the diſcourſes 


and miracles of Chriſt as they heard from the apoſ- 
tles and other early preachers of Chriſtianity. Many 


of theſe might be compared, and means might be 


uſed, while the preachers were acceſſible, to get 


them authenticated; and from theſe ſcattered writ- 


ings, as well as from their own recolle&ion, and 


other evidence, might the three Goſpels of Mat- 


thew, Mark, and Luke, be compoſed. This na- 
tural ſuppoſition eaſily accounts for the reſemblance 
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we ſometimes find between theſe writers, and it is, 
on ſeveral accounts, exceedingly improbable that 


any of them would have borrowed from the others 


without acknowledgment, and leaſt of all that any 
of them have abridged any of the others, a as many 
now ſuppoſe. 

The evangeliſts were not writers by profeſſion, 
and elde cannot be ſuppoſed to have written 


fuch books as the Goſpels, if they had known of any 


accounts of the diſcourſes and miracles of Chriſt ſo 
well calculated to anſwer their own views as any of 
the others manifeſtly were. As to abridgments, they 


are always made to bring a work into leſs compaſs. 


But all the Goſpels are nearly of the ſame ſize, and 
the evangeliſt who gives a more ſuccinct account of 
fome particulars, gives a fuller account of others, 
which an abridger would not have done. Allo, a 


perſon who had only propoſed to abridge the work of 


another, would never have thought of departing 
from the order of the narrative before him; and yet 
no two of the evangeliſts relate things 1 in any thing 
like the ſame order. 

Still leſs would an abridger think of aut. 
ing his author, as the evangeliſts muſt knowingly 
have done, if they had any of the other goſpels be- 
fore them at the time of their writing. Leaſt of 
all would they haye done it in things of ſmall con- 
| ſequence, for which there could not have been any 
motive. It is often ſaid that Mark has abridged 
Matthew ; but if this had been the caſe, would he, 
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beſides departing wholly from the order of Mat- 
thew, whoſe narrative he muſt have conſidered as 
the beſt authority (ſince he was preſent at the tranſ- 
actions, and himſelf not) have differed from his au- 
thor in ſuch a circumſtance as the day on which 


Jeſus purged the temple, to mention no other points 


of difference? If any writer vary from another 
whom he has before him, it muſt be for what ap- 
pears to him a ſufficient reaſon ; and ſo far he muſt 
be conſidered as an original writer, having ſome 
other authority for what he advances. There are, 


beſides, many things in Mark that are not to be 
found in Matthew, or Luke. 


As to the inconſiſtencies that are found in the 
different evangeliſts, of which Mr. Evanſon ſays, 
p. 1, © thoſe evangelical writers contain ſuch groſs 


e and irreconcileable contradictions, that no cloſe 
© reaſoning unprejudiced mind can admit the 
truth and authenticity of them all;” nothing can 
be inferred from them, but that the authors did 


not write in concert, and did not copy from one 
another, a circumſtance highly favourable to the 


authenticity of their writings. But theſe things 


are much exaggerated by Mr. Evanſon, whs 


lays, Preface, p. Vi. © there are many obvious 
< inconſiſtencies and improbabilities in ſeveral of 
© the canonical ſcriptures, which 1t was impoſſible 


eto account for, on a ſuppoſition that the authors 


e were men of that veracity and information of their 


cs © ſubject, which muſt be expected ſrom the apoſ- 
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« tles and _ miraculouſly gifted diſciples of Jeſus 


ce Chriſt,” That many of thoſe ſcriptures which 
ce form the moſt eſſential part of the canon of che 
&© apoſtate church muſt be fabulous and falte, ſeems 
te as certain,” he ſays, p. viii, © as "ne the word 


ce of God is true.” 


Had any perſon who contended for the plenary 
inſpiration of the ſcriptures advanced this argument, 


 T ſhould not have wondered at it, but that Mr. 
Evanſon ſhould do it, and admit, as I doubt not 
he does, that the authors of them wrote without 


any inſpiration at all, and a conſiderable time after 


the events (in conſequence of which it was natural 
to expect many variations in their accounts) does 


ſurpriſe me not a little, They might all be very 


| honeſt men, and in the main well informed with 


tieity of * of them. 


reſpect to what they undertook to relate, and yet 


write their ſeveral narratives with all the variations 
that we find in them. Few perſons have noted more 
real inconſiſtencies in the different evangeliſts than 


myſelf, as may be ſeen in the Diſſertations prefixed ta 


my Harmony of the Goſpels ; but it never occurred to 


me that they furniſhed any objection to the authen- 
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LETTER IV. 
Of the Goſpel of Matthew in general. 


DEAR SIR, 


Havine conſidered what Mr. Evanſon has ad- 
yanced for his opinion concerning the preference to 
be given to the Goſpel of Luke, before thoſe of 
Matthew, Mark, and John, I ſhall attend to what 
he ſays of each of them in particular, 

Of Matthew he ſays, p. 115, © The author him- 


« ſelf gives not the lighteſt hint to ſuggeſt to us 
* who he was, much leſs that he was an Apoſtle of 


« Jeſus Chriſt; ſo that the mere opinion of the fa- 
« thers of the orthodox church of the ſecond century 
« 1s all the foundation there is for its being called 
« St, Matthew's, which, we have ſeen, 18 not the 


& caſe with St. Luke's hiſtories.” 


But the opinion of the fathers of the orthodox 


church of the ſecond century (an expreſſion intended 


to imply contempt) was not an opinion taken up by 
themſelves; it evidently had its origin in an earlier 
age; and as no reaſon can be imagined why this 


Goſpel ſhould have been uniformly aſcribed to Mat- 


thew, rather than to any of the other apoſtles, or 
primitive Chriſtians, there is no reaſonable cauſe of 
doubt 
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doubt on the ſubject. If we were to inquire into 


the reaſons why the poems of Virgil or Horace are 


aſcribed to them, we ſhall find it to be of the ſame 
kind, but by no means fo full and fatisfactory. 
| Beſides that the Goſpel of Matthew, as well as 


_ thoſe of Mark and Luke, are plainly alluded to by 


Clemens Romanus, who wrote A. D. 96, which 


is little more than thirty years after it was publiſh- 


ed; Papias of Hierapolis, who wrote about A. D. 


116, and is ſuppoſed to have been acquainted with 


the Apoſtle John, mentions the Goſpel of Matthew 
by name. Lardner's Works, vol. vi. p. 49. Irenæus, 
who was born in Aſia, and who was acquainted with 
Polycarp, a diſciple of John, and who wrote about 
A. D. 178, ſays, © Matthew, then among the Jews, 


ce wrote a Goſpel in their own language, while Pe- 
ter and Paul were preaching the goſpel at Rome, 
In another 
place he ſays, © The Goſpel according to Matthew 
c was delivered to the Jews.” Euſebius ſays, that 
ec Matthew, having firſt preached to the Hebrews, 
be when he was about to go to other people, deli- 

ce vered to them, in their own language, the Gol- 


« and founding the church there.” 


ce pel according to him, by that writing ſupplying 


ce the want of his preſence with thoſe whom he was 
ce leaving.” Ib. p. 49. Laſtly, Jerom ſays, that 


« Matthew, called alſo Levi, of a publican made an 


e apoſtle, wrote a Goſpel in Judea, in the Hebrew 


ce language. Who afterwards tranſlated it into Greek 
ce js uncertain.” 
How 
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How will Mr. Evanſon account for this uniform 
tradition, beginning ſo early, and tranſmitted with- 


out the leaſt objection from any of the diſcordant 
ſects of Chriſtians (for if this had not been the caſe, 
it would certainly have appeared) in any conſiſtency 


with his own notion of its having ſo late a date as 


| he aſcribes to it? 


cc It, 75 ſays he, p-. 22, « ye inquire how the Goſ- 
te pel received as Matthew's came to be in Greek, 


cc jf he wrote it in Hebrew; the ſame writers inform 


ce us, that it was afterwards tranſlated into Greek: 
but we find, nobody knows when, nobody knows 
4 where, and nobody knows by whom.“ 


This remark reſpecting the iranſlation by no means 


affects the authenticity of the work itſelf ; it being 
ſufficient. that early and uniform tradition aſcribes 
this Goſpel to Matthew, though it varies with re- 


ſpect to the circumſtance of the language in which 


it was written, This, being of far leſs conſequence, 


would not be ſo much attended to. I am of opi- 


nion with Dr. Lardner (Works, vol. vi. p. 62), 


that it bears no marks of a tranſlation ; and I {ee no 


reaſon why Matthew, who, from his employment, was 


probably better acquainted with the Greek language | 


than the reſt of the Apoſtles, ſhould write in any other 


language than that in which they did. His Golpel 


might have been tranſlated by himſelf, or ſome other 
perſon under his inſpection, into Hebrew; and this 
being the only Goſpel uſed by the Hebrew Chriſ- 
tians, it would naturally be ſuppoſed that it was 
written 


44 The Authenticity of the 


written originally in their language. The Goſpel 
which uſually bore the name of that F the He- 


brews, and of the Nazarenes, uſed by the Ebionite 
Chriſtians, Lardner, with great probability, thinks. 
was the Goſpel of Matthew tranſlated from the 
Greek, with the addition of ſome things taken from 
other Goſpels, and from tradition. Ib. p.'64. 

Mr. Evanſon ſuppoſes the Goſpels of Matthew 
and Mark ta have been written in a late period on 
account of there being in them ſome Latin words in 
Greek characters, p. 117, 213, Contrary, as he 
ſays, to the cuſtom of all original writers in Greek 
prior to the reign of Trajan. 

After ridiculing, as many unbelievers have done, 
the ſtory of Jeſus driving the cattle out of the tem- 


ple with a whip made of ſmall cords, in the Goſpel of 


John, he ſays, © It is to be obſerved alſo, p. 225, that 
* this ſuppoſed Apoſtle, in recording the inſtrument 


&* of violence conſtructed and uſed by our Saviour 
in this. extraordinary manner, expreſſes it by a 


* word neither of Greek nor Hebrew origin, but 


« by a Latin word barbarouſly written in Greek cha- 
ce raters, which, as I have obſerved in the caſe of 


e the two preceding Evangeliſts, of itſelf affords 
« ſtrong grounds of preſumption, that whoever the 
e writer may be ſaid to be, he did not live till after 


the beginning of the ſecond century; and when 


* corroborated with other circumſtances ſo highly 
ce improbable in themſelves, and fo directly contra- 
« dictory to the hiſtory of St. Luke, is a very fati!- 
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te factory proof that he was no Apoſtle, nor any Jew, 
« nor even a reſpectable Greek convert of the apoſ- 
te tolic age; but one of the many compoſers of ſpu- 
« rious and fabulous writings of the ſecond century; 
© and that he deſerves not the leaſt credit or atten- 
« tion.“ 


But who can be authorized to ſay at what preciſe 


period ſuch a cuſtom as this commenced, or how 


the cuſtom might vary in different places, and with 


different perſons, when nothing was neceſſary to in- 
troduce it, but an acquaintance with Latin terms, 
in conſequence of the extenſion of the Roman em- 
pire, which had in fact embraced Judea a century 
before the writing of the Goſpels ? To ſay, with Mr. 


Evanſon, that ſuch a practice as this might be com- 


mon 1n the time of Trajan, who came to the empire 


A. D. 98, and not be known A. D. 64, is not a lit- 


tle extraordinary. To diſtinguiſh with ſo much ac- 


curacy as this, a man muſt have a more nice diſ- 
cernment in the chronology of language, than San- 


cho Panza's father had in wine; who perceived a 
twang of iron, and alſo of leather, in a caſk, at the 
bottom of which was afterwards found a key with a 
leathern thong tied to it. 

The lateneſs of the writing of the Goſpel of Mat- 


thew is alſo inferred by Mr. Evanſon from the phraſe 


unto this day, which occurs in it. But ſurely a pe- 
riod of thirty years, which elapſed between the tranſ- 
actions and the time of writing, 1s ſufficient to ac- 
1 count 


— — . a 


46 Dye Authenticity of the 
count for” this. Or ſuch a ſentence as this miglu 
have been originally written in the margin of ſome 
valuable copy, and afterwards have been inſerted in 
the text, which no critic denies to have been the cafe 
with ſimilar expreſſions m other books. 

The writer of the Goſpel aſcribed to Matthew, 


Mr. Evanſon ſays, p. 23, © did-not underſtand the 


*'prophecies of the Jewiſh feriptures.” But, ſurely, 
it does not follow from this, that che writer might 
not be an apoſtle. Peter miſapplied the ſcriptures 
in his famous ſpeech on the day of Pentecoſt, as 
evidently as the writer of this Goſpel, whoever he 
was. I am ſurpriſed at ſuch an argument as this 
from a man who, in other reſpects, thinks ſo frech 
as Mr. Evanſon does. 
Some of the eroffeſt of theſe miſapplications of 
{cripture occur in the two firſt chapters of Matthew, 
which contain the account of the miraculous concep- 
tion of Jeſus. But was it right in Mr. Evanſon to 
cake it for granted that theſe two chapters were writ- 
ten by the author of the reſt of the book, when it 
muſt be known to him, that many perſons think they 
have good reaſon for concluding that they were not; 
eſpecially as the Goſpel uſed by the Jewiſh Chriſtians, 


which was the fame in ſubſtance with that of Mat- 
thew, had not theſe two chapters? With a ſlight 


variation this Goſpel has a natural and regular be- 
ginning at the third chapter, which is alſo the caſe 
with that of Luke, without the change of a ſingle 
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of this Goſpel having been originally without i its pre- 
ſent introduction. 

Mr. Evanſon has ſuggeſted ſeveral new and va- 
juable arguments againſt the miraculous conception, 
for which I and others think ourſelves greatly obliged 
to him. But we do not apprehend that he has by 
this means at all invalidated the authenticity of the 


reſt of the Goſpels of Matthew or Luke, which in : 


their preſent ſtate contain that account, Mr. Evan- 


ſon himſelf is but too ready to ſuppoſe interpolations 


of paſſages in thoſe books the genuineneſs of which 
he admits. But that a paſſage is weak and injudi- 


cious is no good reaſon why it might not have been 
written in the age of the Apoſtles, or by ſome of 
the Apoſtles themſelves. He admits the epiſtle 


of Clemens Romanus to be genuine ; but he ſays, 
p. 11, © it is evidently corrupted by the inter- 
« polation of the abſurd Pagan fable of the Phenix.” 
But abſurd, and Pagan, as it is, what proof has Mr. 
Evanſon that Clemens might not believe it? I have 


no doubt but he did; and I ſee no reaſon why any 
other perſon, who muſt have been a Chriſtian, ſhould 
| If the perſon who made the inter- 
q polation believed the ſtory, why might not t Clemens 
| himſelf have believed it ? 


In the ſame arbitrary manner Mr. Evanſon ſup- 


| poſes the writings of Luke himſelf to have been in- 
| terpolated, 
P. 25, © in this hiſtory, which are liable to much 


« There are ſome others,” he fays, 


D 8 « reaſonable 


word; though there is not ſo much external evidence 
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f reaſonable diſtruſt. Such, for inſtance, in this 
4 Goſpel, is the ſtory of the demoniac poſſeſſed by 


it ce a legion of demons, and in the Acts of the Apol- 
It « tles, the paſſage which ſays that diſeaſes and luna- 
1 e cies were cured by handkerchiefs and aprons 


« brought from Paul's body.” 

If every perſon was thus at liberty to pick what 
he pleaſed out of antient writings, as the young wif: WF 
in the fable pulled up all the gray hairs out of the 
huſband's head, and the old wife all the black ones, 
nothing might be left. If Mr. Evanſon had ſcru- 

If tinized the Goſpel of Luke with the ſame ſeverit; 
i with which he has gone over thoſe of Matthew, 
1 Mark, and John, he might have found ſo many ob- 
jectionable paſſages, as to have pronounced then 
all equally ſpurious. For at preſent the difference 
is only in degree, the three Goſpels being, accord: 
ing to Mr. Evanſon, abſolutely ſpurious, becauk 
in his opinion, they contain many objectionable pal- 
ſages, and that of Luke only interpolated, thous! 
it contains a conſiderable number of them. Bu 
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„ he ſhould give ſome good reaſon for ſuppoſing 
| that ſuch writers as the Apoſtles, and other ur 
i learned primitive Chriſtians, could not have written 
| as they have done. That Mr. Evanſon him:!: 
| would not have written as they have done, is 1 
[i evidence at all. 
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well as that of John, the kingdom of God was a fu- 
ture event, and therefore they might both very pro- 
perly uſe the ſame language reſpecting it. 

In another place Mr. Evanſon cavils at Matthew 
for repreſenting our Saviour as comparing the king- 
dom of heaven to a man who ſowed good ſeed in his feld. 
« What idea,” he ſays, p. 158, © muſt this writer 
te have formed to himſelf of the meaning of the king- 
ce dam of heaven, that he could think of likening it 
« to an huſbandman ? The kingdom of heaven, or, 
ce as it is always called by other writers, of God, or 


ce of Chrift, as that phraſe is uſed by Jeſus in the 


ce prayer he taught his diſciples, by Luke, Paul, 
« and John in the apocalypſe, uniformly ſignifies, 
ce as I have before obſerved, the duriful ſtate of ſub- 


ce miſſion and obedience of mankind to the terms of 
ce the new covenant of the goſpel : and what ſimili- 


© tude can there be between ſuch a ſtate of the world 
ce and the huſbandman in this parable ?” 


But is there nothing in this beautiful parable re- 
preſenting the kingdom of heaven, if, in any ſenſe, 
this Kingdom means the Goſpel, when the corrup- 


tions introduced into it are ſo happily deſcribed _ 
by the ſowing of tares among the wheat? But it 


will not, 1 apprehend, be very eaſy tor Mr. Evan- 
ſon to prove that he has entertained a juſt idea of 


the kingdom of heaven, which, according to Da- 


niel, by whom it was firſt announced, will not take 
Place before the deſtruction of the preſent kingdoms 
of this world, though the preaching of the Goſpel, 
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as preparing the way for it, may, in a n 
proper ſenſe, be ſo called. 1 

Mr. Evanſon indeed ſays, p. 160, © By the writ- 
s er's giving that appellation to the future exiſtence 
c of the virtuous in a ſtate of happineſs and immor- 
« tality in heaven, it is manifeſt that, whoever he 
dc was, he did not underſtand our Saviour's mean- 
sing in that expreſſion ſo frequently uſed by him 


and fo peculiar to his Goſpel; for beſides that no 


« Other writer of the new teſtament uſes it in that 
e ſenſe, the obvious meaning of the ſecond petition 


of the Lord's prayer and of all the prophecies of 


te both teſtaments relating to the Meſſiah, or Chriſt, 


e makes it refer merely to the ſtate of human affairs 
te in the preſent world, and not to that future ſtate 


i which is to ſucceed the general reſurrection : and 
« inſtead of teaching us, like this parable, that ſin 

cc and wickedneſs will continue amongſt men to the 
d end of this world, all the other ſcriptures aſſure 


« ys, that the very purpoſe of the miſſion of Chriſt | 
« and the preaching of his Goſpel is to eradicate, and 


e put an end to the growth of theſe tares of vice and 
cc iniquity ; and that the reformed ſtate of mankind 


c in the preſent world, under the univerſal influence of 


<« the righteouſneſs and moral virtue of the Goſpel, 
« is what is peculiarly denominated the kingdom of 
« God, or of his Chriſt. Who then can believe that 
c an Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt could either be ſo ig- 
te norant of the great end and deſign of the Goſpel, 
« or 10 N daring as to put into the mouth of 
CC Our 
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e our bleſſed Saviour a doctrine fo abſurdly falſe and 
impious as is taught us in this parable, and ſo di- 
| « rectly contradictory to every idea given us of the 
« new covenant of the Meſſiah by all the other ſa- 
« cred writers, whether Jews or Chriſtians ?” — 
ce Matthew,” he ſays, p. 175, © ſince he conſidered 
« all the profeſſed chriſtians of his own time to be = 
ce called, and was ſenſible that but few of them, in t 
cc compariſon of the whole number, were really vir- 1 
« tuous good men; and 1gnorantly ſuppoſed, that j | 
« ſuch would be the ſtate of the chriſtian religion to g [ 
te the end of the world; it was natural for him to I 
& conclude, that thoſe, whom God would finally a- | | 
e prove at the day of judgment, would be very few i} 
| indeed. But had he been an apoſtle of Jeſus |f 
« Chriſt, or had he underſtood the Goſpel meaning wi 
ce of the kingdom of God, or the ſenſe of the old pro- 1 | 
« phecies reſpecting the ſtate of the world under the 1 
c new covenant of the Meſſiah, he would have {ih 
«known, that no immoral, bad man could be a 1 
| © member of the true Church of Chriſt, whatever mn 
ce his profeſſion might be, and that, therefore, the Fl 
ce whole congregation of faithful Chriſtians are de- 
© nominated᷑ the choſen or elect of God; and inſtead 
ce of their being found to be few at the day of general 
« judgment and retribution; he would have known 
« alſo, that the very end and deſign of the religion 
of Jeſus Chriſt is 70 bleſs all the families of the earth 
« with the happy effects of its moral influence in the 
« preſent life; and that, when the marriage of the 
G. 2 « king's 
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te king's ſon really takes place, righteouſneſs will 
ee overſpread the earth as completely as the waters 
< cover the ſea.” On the ſame account, Mr. Evan- 
ſon objects to the firſt parable of the ten virgins 
in the twenty- fifth chapter of Matthew. © Here 
c again,“ he ſays, p. 179, © we have a juſt repre- 
ce ſentation of the ſtate of mankind in general, un, 
te der every other ſyſtem of religion; but not at all 


« ſuited to the circumſtances that are predicted of 
00 the world under the Goſpel covenant, when it is 


ce become the kingdom of God, This parable, there- 
te fore, is another proof that the writer either did not 
« comprehend, or, at leaſt, did not believe the uni- 
« verſal, moral reformation of that prophetic ſtate 


« of man in the preſent life; and, conſequently, 


« that he was not an Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt.” 

| Now it happens unfortunately for Mr. Evanſon, 
that Luke himſelf, in a diſcourſe aſcribed by him to 
our Saviour, gives countenance to the idea of the 
great prevalence of unbelief, and conſequently, as 
we muſt ſuppoſe, of vice and wickedneſs, before bis 
ſecond coming. For he males him ſay, ch. xviii. 3, 
Nevertheleſs, cuben the ſon of man cometh, ſpall be find 
faith in the earth ? 

It is eaſy to ſhew that, according to Luke, as well 
as the other evangeliſts, the proper kingdom of God, 
or of Chriſt, is ſomething different from that mere 
prevalence of virtue in which Mr. Evanſon ſuppoſes 
it to conſiſt, though his will accompany it, and be 
promoted by it; and allo that the commencemcut 
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ol it was poſterior to the preaching of Chriſt. When 
the diſciples expected (ch. xix.) that the kingdom of 


God would immediately appear, Jeſus recited the pa- 


rable of a certain nobleman, who went into a far coun- 


try to receive for himſelf a kingdom, and to return, and 
he did not receive the kingdom till his return. In 


the prophecy of the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, which 


was not to take place before forty years after his 


death, Jeſus tells his diſciples, ch. xxi. 3, that when 
they ſhould ſee certain things come to paſs, they were 


do know that the kingdom of God was only nigh at hand, 
and the commencement of this kingdom is there de- 


noted, v. 27, by the ſon Am man coming in a cloud, with 
power and great glory. 

In this kingdom the apoſtles are to reign with 
Chriſt, xxii. 29. And I appoint unto you a kingdom, 
as the Father has appointed unto me, that you may ect 
and drink at my table in my kingdom, and fit on thrones, 


judging the twelve tribes of Iſrael. This is certainly 


a very different kingdom fram what Mr. Evanſon 


imagines that of Chriſt to be; and becauſe the writ- 
er of the Goſpel of Matthew had not the ſame idea 
of it, he is unſparing of his abuſe of him. In Luke 
Mr. Evanſon will perhaps conſider the paſſages 


quoted above, which agree fo well with Matthew, 


28 interpolations. 


8. Becauſe in the parable of a certain king uo 
nade a marriage feaſt for bis ſon, Matthew repreſents 
the invitation as given to both good and bad, after 


(#4 tation, 


the intended gueſts had declined accepting the invi- 
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tation, Mr. Evanſon ſays, p. 174, he has no doubt 
that © he wrote long after the deſtruction of Jeru- 
cc ſalem, and made the invitation to the Gentiles to 
ec accept the goſpel covenant poſterior to that cala- 

te mity. The parable, therefore, in the firſt ſeven 
ce yerſes, refers only to the preaching the new cove- 
ce nant to the Jews; deſcribes their cruel perſecution 


© of the apoſtles and firſt preachers of the Goſpel, 


and the vengeance inflicted on them by heaven, 
ec jn the utter ruin of their city and nation; after 
ce 2which the meſſengers of the goſpel are ordered to 
ce go and preach it to the Gentiles. The manner, 
ec however, in which that is done in the parable, 


ce ſhews that the writer did not live in the age of St. 


« Matthew, but at a time when Chriſtianity was 
« with great numbers a mere external profeſſion, 
< and the ſtate of the church ſo corrupt, that the ma- 
ce jority of its members were bad men: for, he tells 
ce us, the king's ſervants furniſhed the wedding with 


„ gueſts by collecting together as © many as they 


ce found, both bad and good.” This is a pretty ac- 
« curate deſcription of the ſtate of profeſſed Chriſti- 
cc anity, as it is at preſent, and as I am well con- 
ce yinced it was in the age of this writer, and has 
« been ever ſince; but nothing can be more unlike 
cc the ſtate of the true church of Chriſt, as it was 
ce founded by Matthew and the other apoſtles, and 
cc as, where it ſubſiſts at all, it muſt for ever conti- 
ce nue to be: for the apoſtles and firſt preachers of 
© the Goſpel were ſo far from admitting bad men 

ce into 
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ee jnto the chriſtian ſociety, that St. Paul ſtrictly en- 


« joins the Gentile converts, 1 Cor. v. 11, not to 


« ſuffer any man who was guilty of any of the vices 
« prohibited in the Goſpel to remain a member of 


te their community, nor to aſſociate, nor even ſo 


ec much as to eat with him.” 
According to this reaſoning of Mr. Evanſon, 


our Saviour could not foretel the future ſtate of his 
church, and no writer can record any prediction 
who has not ſeen the accompliſhment of it. As to 


the latter part of Mr. Evanſon's remark, the epiſ- 


tles of Paul furniſh abundant proof, that there were 


perſons addicted to many immoral practices among 
the firſt converts to Chriſtianity, and that the beliet 


of it operated gradually to the reformation of them. 
. 9. Equally unreaſonable is Mr. Evanſon's cavil- 
ing at the puniſhment of the man who did not ap- 
pear in a wedding garment, though he had been 
preſſed to attend the feaſt. With reſpect to the 


« gueſt who had not on a wedding garment,” 
p. 176, © whatever the author meant by that figura- 


© tive expreſſion, though the man, it ſeems, had no- 


« thing to ſay for himſelf, one cannot help pitying 
him: becauſe, from the circumſtances of the pa- 


_ © rable, he appears to have been in a manner preſſed 


*to attend at the marriage feaſt; and if any parti- 
« cular robe was neceſſary, fince the king's ſervants 
e muſt ſee that he had none, they ought either to 


< have ſupplied him with one, or not to have invited 


te him at all; and it ſeems rather hard, that, in con- 
G 4 & ſequence 


b . AKA 
E - - 
e . 5 2 


—— ——_—— ls 
* 


— ot —2 K — „ eat 7 — 


2 * 


P ͤ K ·ůͥNi.:iĩ E ᷣ 


— 
” > 


Ce re mm VETS 
3 — 

- a_— 11 | 
—̃ e 


88 eee Authentici its of the 


* ſequence of their inattention or neglect, tlie un- 


< happy wretch ſhould be bound hand and foot, and 
« thrown into outer darkneſs, there to remain Weeping 


" "0 gnaſbing his teeth.“ 


Now it is well known to have been the cuſtom in 
the Eaſt, for the maſter of the feaſt to provide ſuch 
garments ; and therefore that this man's not putting 
it on muſt have been a mark of contempt. This, 
however, 1s not hke a circumſtance that any writer 
would invent. 


10. Mr. Evanſon finds many contradictions be- 
tween Matthew's account of Jeſus eating the laſt 


paſſover, and the inſtitution of his ſupper, and that 


of Luke, and, as uſual, greatly to the diſcredit of 
that of Matthew, as in the higheſt degree improba- 


ble. © The writer called Matthew,” he ſays, p. 185, 
© on the contrary, who inſtead of being a Jew him- 
« ſelf, appears to have been very imperfectly ac- 


e quainted-with either the prophecies or cuſtoms of 
« the Jews, takes not the leaſt notice of the cup 
« preceding the ſupper; and in telling us that the 
<« apology for his own not drinking of the wine was 


made by Jeſus at the grace-cup, when he ordain- 


« ed the ceremony of the Lord's ſupper, he really 


« betrays his own ignorance by teaching us that he 
did not begin the feaſt, as was cuſtomary, with 
« the cup; for if he did, and the apology for his 
« not drinking of it himſelf was given then, there 
could be no propriety in his repeating ſo ſoon af- 
« ter, at the grace-cup; eſpecially when we con- 


ec ider 


* 
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| } te ſider that the latter was propoſed to them as a 


ee commencement of that commemorative rite of 


e which he was to be the object, not the partaker : 
ee whereas the participation of the cup before the 
; e ſupper was the common form of beginning the 
. Paſchal feaſt, which, as a Jew, concerned him as 
much as his diſciples.” net: 
For this extraordinary remark the narrative of 


Matthew furniſhes no handle whatever; as he does 


| not profeſs to relate any particulars of the paſcha! 
| ſupper, but only the inſtitution of the Lord's Supper, 
with which it concluded. And when, in this rite, 
Jeſus had taſted the wine for the laſt time, he very 
naturally obſerved, that he ſhould not drink any 
more wine in this world, or ſtate. It appears to me 
that this declaration of Jeſus is put by Luke out of 
its proper place, becauſe, according to this evan- 
geliſt himſelf, he partook both of the bread and the 
wine after it. But I ſhould not infer from this over- 
light, or miſtake, whichever it was, that the Goſpel 
of Luke was not authentic. 

11. Mr. Evanſon thinks ſome circumſtances re- 
lating to the behaviour of Pilate to Jeſus, as related 
by Matthew, to be improbable. I cannot forbear 
« remarking,” he ſays, p. 195, © that as Pilate was 
ce convinced of our Lord's innocence and inoffenſive 
e behaviour, and facrificed him to the clamorous 
< entreaties of the Jews, againſt his own judgment 
« and inclination, it is not at all conſiſtent with the 
« poliſhed ERR of the Romans, that he ſhould 
« have 
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tc have ſubjected him to any unneceſſary, barbaro 1; 


« and cruelly inſulting treatment from the Roman 
« ſoldiers; that, according to St. Luke, the gor- 
ce geous robe and contemptuous mockings were put 
ce upon him, not by them but by Herod; and that 
cc Hie hiſtory of the crucifixion makes no mention of 
ce the crown of thorns, nor of the other wanton in- 
6 Pee attributed to the Roman ſoldiers oy this 


c yriter.“ 


But I would aſk Mr. Evanſon, whether the pu- 


niſhment of crucifixion was conſiſtent with poliſhed - 
bumanity ? It is, beſides, very poſſible that Pilate, 


who evidently wiſhed to ſpare Jeſus, might hope 
that his enemies would be ſufficiently gratified by 
ſeeing him abuſed and inſulted, without crucifixion, 
Nor is it neceſſary to ſuppoſe that any thing farther 


than mockery was intended. Mr. Evanſon muſt 
know that the crown was probably made of the 


herb acanthus, and not of thorns, none of the antients 

_ appearing ſo to have underſtood it. 
12. Mr. Evanſon, beſides thinking it improba- 
ble that Jeſus ſhould have appointed a meeting with 
his diſciples in Galilee (though, conſidering how 


many of his diſciples were of that country, nothing 


could be more natural), thinks it extraordinary that, 


« contrary,” as he ſays, p. 202, © to what he ever 


ce did at any other time, they worſhipped him; not- 
« withſtanding ſome of them were ſo incredulous, as 
* not to beheve the teſtimony of their ſenſes.” 


Now that the diſciples ſhould feel themſelves diſ- 


poſed. 
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poſed to ſhew their Lord and maſter more particu- 


lar reſpect, by bowing down before him (for that Mr. 
Evanſon knows to be the proper meaning of the 
word which we render worſhip) after he was moſt 
unexpectedly riſen from the dead, appears to me 
not at all extraordinary. Mr. Evanſon himſelf 


could not behave with his former familiarity, even 
to an intimate friend in the ſame circumſtances. 
He alſo had not, I ſuppoſe, obſerved that this 


worſhipping of Jeſus after his reſutrection, is men- 
tioned by Luke as well as Matthew, and in a man- 


ner more liable to exception: for it might be even 
after his aſcenſion. Luke xxiv. 51, 52. Aud it came to 


paſs while he bleſſed then he was parted from them, and 
carried up into heaven. And they worſhipped him, and 
returned to Feruſalem with great joy. 


As to the doubts mentioned by the Evangeliſt, it is 


by no means probable, though the expreſſion rigor- 
ouſly conſtrued might imply as much, that Matthew 
meant to ſay, that the doubts of theſe diſciples re- 


mained after they had ſeen him; ſince he gives no in- 
timation of any remaining doubts. Or, if, like Tho- 


mas, they did net believe the evidence of their eyes, 


they might be convinced, as he was, by that of their 
other ſenſes. NE 


Jam, &c. 
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LETTER. Vi. 


Of the things that Mr. Evanſon objects to as unworthy 
of our Saviour in the Goſpel of Maithew. 


I RESERVE for this Letter the conſideration of an- 
other claſs of improbabilities that Mr. Evanſon finds 
in the diſcourſes of Jeſus recorded in the Goſpel of 
Matthew, they being, in his opinion, ſuch as neither 
Matthew, nor any other perſon who really heard our 

Lord's diſcourſes, could have related of him. 
1. According to Matthew, ch. xi. 39, Jeſus de- 
clared to the Phariſees, who demanded of lim a ſign 
from heaven, that no fign ſhould be given to that gene- 
ration, but the ſign of the prophet Jonas; ſor that as 
Fonas was three days and three nights in the belly of « 
fiſp, ſo be ſhould be three days and three nights in the 
earth, = CE 
On this Mr. Evanſon remarks as follows. & The 
e writer uſually called St. Matthew,” p. 74, © with- 
out the leaſt reaſon or propriety, makes this ſimi- 
« tude between Jonas and our Saviour to conſiſt 
« in the time that the ſormer was in the whale's 
« belly and the latter in the grave; but if the fabu- 
« Jous 
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« Jous interpolation of the two firſt chapters of the 
te Book of Jonah, (to which Mendelſohn the late 
« learned Jew of Berlin, aſſures us no reaſonable 
ce Tew ever pays the leaſt regard,) could be true; 
© © yet whoſoever compares the geographical ſitua- 
e tion of Nineveh with reſpect to the Mediterranean 
1 ee Sea, will be convinced that nothing tranſacted 
e ypon that ſea could fall under the notice of the 
e inhabitants of Nineveh, nor conſequently be any 
5 « ſign to them at all.” Again he ſays, p. 153, 
At verſe 40, the author, not underſtanding our 
Lord's meaning about the ſign which Jonas was 
eto the Ninevites as recorded by St. Luke, not 
e only ſhews that his credulity eaſily ſwallowed the 
te fabulous legend of the prophet in the whale's 
belly; but in order to make out ſome kind of 
© ſimilitude between his ſituation there and our Sa- 
1 viour's, tells us that as Jonas was confined in 
« that extraordinary priſon three nights and three 
« days, ſo the Son of man ſhould be three days 
e and three nights in the heart of the earth. Even 
« this pretended ſimilitude, however, has not one 
* correſponding feature in the two parts; for, in 
© the firſt place, our Lord was in the grave only 
« one day and two nights; and, in the next, Jonas 
© according to this incredible ſtory was alive the 
ce whole time, praying to and prailing God, whereas 
* Jeſus was amongſt the dead and buried, of whom 
ce the Pſalmiſt ſays, the dead praiſe not thee, O 
* Lord, neither they that go down into filence.” 
| Mr. 
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Mr. Evanſon, therefore, greatly prefers the account 
of Luke, who contents himſelf with ſaying that Jonas 
was a ſign to that generation: © the real ſignifica- 
« tion of which,” he ſays, © was, that as Nineveh 
© was to be deſtroyed forty days, or years, after 
e the preaching of Jonah, ſo would the Jews after 
ee the ſame period, if they did not repent.” 

This, however, 1s not the interpretation of Luke, 
who, for any thing Mr. Evanſon knows, would have 
ſuggeſted the ſame idea that Matthew docs, if, like 
him, he had given any explanation of the ſign at all 
but that of Mr. Evanſon's. And though Jonah was 
alive, and Jeſus dead, there was ſomething very re- 
markable in their continuing in a ſtate ſo nearly alike, 
the ſame ſpace of time. Beſides, the proper evi- 
dence of the divine miſſion of Jeſus was his reſur- 
rection, and not the fulfilment of his prophecy con- 
cerning the deſtruction of Jeruſalem ; and what 
the Phariſees demanded of him was a proof of his 
miſſion. That the phraſe /bree days and three nights 
only means the third day, I need not prove to any 
perſon acquainted with the Jewiſh phraſeology, 
2. To the advice of Jeſus, not to give that which is 
 boly to the dogs, and not to caſt pearls before fwine, 
Matt. vit. 6, Mr. Evanſon objects in the following 
extraordinary manner. * In chap. vii. 6, we find a 
ce vulgar proverb,” p. 148, © antecedent to the miſ- 
ce fon of Jeſus Chriſt, converted into a precept of 
« the Goſpel, Give not that which is holy unto the 
ce dogs, neither caſt ye your pearls before ſwine, 

5 | 1 Jeall 
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3 ? « leaſt they trample them under their feet and turn 
| Fc again and rent you.” If theſe words have any 
te meaning in this place, it muſt be to prohibit the 
ec teaching his holy religion and propounding the 


valuable doctrines of the Goſpel to ſuch profligate, 


40 and perſonal violence. Vet ſuch a precept is di- 
« realy contrary to the well-known conſtant prac- 
*t tice of our Lord himſelf and all his Apoſtles, and 
7 utterly repugnant to the moſt explicit, repeated 
Fc leſſons of duty urged upon his diſciples on other 
40 occaſions, the uniform tenor of which is, that in 
« preaching the cofpel they muſt Expect and be pre- 
* pared to endure odium, contempt and ignominy, 
x: and the moſt cruel perſecutions of every kind, 
& even unto death,” | 

on the contrary, our Saviour's direction is ſuch 
| dictate of prudence as he gave on other occaſions, 
and ſuch as is perfectly right and reaſonable in 


| ki For why ſhould a man expoſe himſelf to 
danger with no proſpect of doing any good, but only 
of receiving harm? Did not Jeſus adviſe his diſ- 
| tiples not to expoſe themſelves to perſecution unne- 
| Ecilarily, but when they were perſecuted in one city 
do flee to another; and in general to be we as /er- 
| pet's as well as harmleſs as doves. And if M r. Evan- 
Elon queſtion the authenticity of the books which 


| Pn theſe precepts, did not both himſelf and the 


apoſtles 


Le profane, and brutal characters as it was probable 
| 7 would only treat their inſtructions with ſcorn and 
| 0 contempt, and reward their zeal with perſecution 
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apoſtles conduct themſelves, on ſeveral — 
according to theſe maxims ? | 
3. In the beautiful parable of the ſower, ch. xii, 
which Mr. Evanſon ſays was © in part copied fron 
Luke, but with ſeveral variations for the worſe," 
- (for which, however, it would be difficult to imagine 
a motive in a real copier) Mr. Evanſon is partict. 
larly offended at our Saviour's ſaying, ver. 23, K 
that recetveth the ſeed into good ground is be that her. 
eth the word, and underſtandeth it, which alſo bear! 
fruit, and bringeth forth ſome an hundred, ſome ſixty, 
and ſome thirty, as if he intended to intimate thi 
moral improvement depended upon the intel 
abilities of men; and therefore he prefers the 2. 
count of Luke, who aſcribes the improvement v 
a good and honeſt heart, © The intellectual abiliis We 
be of men,” he ſays, p. 1 57, ce indeed vary as great | £ 
« as the degrees of their bodily ſtrength, but u 
capacity for moral virtue they are all equal; ti: 
*« weakeſt and moſt illiterate may poſſeſs as hon 
* and as good a heart as the wiſeſt and moſt e. 
« alted genius that ever lived: the moral virtue d 
the latter, may have a more extenſive influence 
ee than that of the former, but that difference i 
te merely accidental; his heart cannot be jully rc: 
« preſented as a better and more fruitful ſoil in it 
te proportion, though it might, with propriety, be 
compared to a more extenſive field of equally pro- 
« ductive ſoil, whoſe produce muſt of conſequenc: 
te be more extenſively beneficial,” 
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This appears to me to be mere cavilling; and, 
indeed, an unfair interpretation of Matthew's lan- 
guage, who evidently diſtinguiſhes between under- 
: | Panding the word (which, however, Mr. Evanſon 
B will not deny to be neceſſary to any improvement 
bol it) and bearing fruit, by the particle alſo, as de- 
pending upon ſomething elle than the mere under- 
ſtanding it, and what that was required no expla- 
nation. Beſides, it is uſual with the ſacred writers 
to refer all mental excellence to the ſame ſeat, viz. 
the heart. Prov. xxiii. 15. F thy heart be wiſe. 
We are not to expect from them metaphyſical 
exactneſs. 
| To the parable of the talents Mr. Evanſon ob- 
jects as follows, p. 180. © The pretended Matthew, on 
© thecontrary, makes him diſtribute his talents in the 
© © moſt partial unequal manner, one only to one of 
c his followers, twice as many to another, and five 
© times as many to a third, as he himſelf expreſſes 
« it, © to every man according to is abilities,” as if 
« the religious inſtruction of that goſpel fo pecu- 
ce larly preached to the pooreſt and moſt illiterate was 
« not equally intelligible to men of all capacities and 
* degrees.” But is it not a fact that, though the 
precepts of the goſpel be equally intelligible to all 
perſons, ſome are placed in ſituations in which they 
have a better opportunity of improving by it, and 
ol diffuling the knowledge of it to others, beſides 
4 many other advantages of a different kind, with 
I which the reſt of mankind are not favoured? All 
i H men 
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men have not the abilities, the knowledge, or the 
leifure, that Mr. Evanſon has. But will he ſay that, 
in this various diſtribution of advantages, the Su- 
preme Being is blameably partial? 

4. A ſtill more unworthy cavil is what Mr. Evan- 
ſon objects to what Jeſus {aid about the ſource of 
moral defilement. © In chapter xv. 11, we have 


«the following” p. 164, © curious piece of in- 
ee ſtruction addreſſed to the multitude ; © Not that 


« which goeth into the mouth defileth a man: but 
ce that which cometh out of the mouth, this defileth 
« man:“ and at v. 15, this is called a parable, 
« Surely this writer did not conſider what conſti- 
« tutes a perable, when he called it by that name; 
« for here is no ſimilitude nor allegorical alluſion 
« whatſoever, but a plain didactic aphoriſm fo ver; 
« perſpicuous, that even the explanation of it, fail 
« to be given to the diſciples at the requeſt of St. 
« Peter in the 17th and following verſes, is not in 
« any degree more intelligible, though much more 


« abſurd: for with what propriety can evil thoughts, 


c murders, and thefis, be ſaid to proceed out of the 


not? Indeed to ſay that any thing which pro- 


« ceeds out of the mouth, or even out of the heart, 
« of man defiteth him, is as abſurd as it were to 


ſay, that the turbid ſtream which flows from 2 


e polluted fountain, defileth the fountain.” 

By parable the Jews meant any enigmatical ſay- 
ing. Thus Balaam, who only bleſſed Iſrael, and 
propheſied, is ſaid, Num. xxii. 7, to have taken 19 


hti 


e 


3 
8 


e 
ee e N 1 


5 


. 

* 

| F 
- 
= 
8 
* 


Opel of Maithew, &c. vindicated. 99 


bis parable. Solomon, Prov. xxvi. 1, ſpeaks of 4 
parable in the mouth of fools. Job alſo is ſaid to have 
uſed parables, when he introduced no compariſon, 
chap. xxvii. 1. If evil thoughts be expreſſed in 
words, they may, ſurely, be faid to come out of 


” the mouth of him that delivers them, and to imply 
impurity in the heart in which they are conceived, 
* which is ſufficient to juſtify the propriety of he 
| language. 


5. Mr. Evanſon ſtrongly object to the parable 


ol the king who took an account of his ſervants, 
Matt. 18; but chiefly, p. 166, becauſe as after an 
6 & abſolute unconditional forgiveneſs once granted, 
ache recalled the pardon, and exacted the payment 
| © of the debt, on account of the man not ſhewing 
© © mercy to his debtor.” © This,” ſays Mr. Evan- 
© fon, „ is downright tyranny and injuſtice.” It is 
E agreeable, however, to the maxims of the divine 
4 government, as expreſſed i in numerous paſſages of 
. ſeripture, all the promiſes, as well as the threaten- 
ings of God, being, in fact, conditional, and re- 
vocable in caſe of miſpehaviour; ſo tliat the leſſon 
is highly important, and uſeful. 


6. That our Saviour frequently choſe to ſpeak 
in a figurative and enigmatical manner, perhaps to 


| Exerciſe the underſtandings of his hearers, is evi- 
| dent. Such was his ſaying that /ome men made them- 
| | ſelves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's ſake, 


| Matt, xix. 12, evidently meaning, their chooſing to 
| tc ad a ſingle life, Mr. FEvanſon, however, will have 
H 2 this 
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this to be underſtood literally, and on this ground, 


the following curious concluſions. © In chap. ! 


« yer. 12, the author,” p. 167, © very inadver. 1 
ce tently, puts into the mouth of our Saviour n 
« expreſſion which plainly betrays the age i 
ec which this ſpurious goſpel was written, and th: iÞ 
ce particular ſect of apoſtate Chriſtians which he 
« himſelf favoured ; for in reply to a remark of the 
ce diſciples upon a pretended condemnation of the 
« divorces allowed by the Moſaic Law, our Lord: 
ce made to ſay that “ there are ſome eunuchs, whic: 
« were ſo born from their mother's womb ; ani 
ce there are ſome eunuchs, which were made ei 
cc nuchs of men; and there be eunuchs, which ha 
* made themſelves eunuchs, for the kingdom of heave; 
« ſake.” Now the prophetic marks of the pre 


* ce dicted antichriſtian apoſtaſy given us by St. Pau, 


ce 1 Tim. chap. iv. v. 2. and 3, are firſt, that its au. 
c thors would ſpeak lies in hypocriſy, having a ſearti 
© conſeience (a character, as far as I am able to judgy, 
ce ſtrongly and ſtrikingly exemplified in this writer) 
* and ſecondly, that they would forbid marriage au 
cc abſtain from meats : in conformity to the laſt di 
„ tinguiſhing character of this early apoſtaſy, tli 
ce author, as I have before obſerved, in contra 
« diction, not only to what St. Luke, but to wii: 
&« he himſelf elſewhere relates as our Saviour's doc- 
« trine, makes him give directions for faſting; 
cc and, on another occalion, to ſay that even the 


4 miraculous power of God, in curing ſome kind 
| | cc of 
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te of Demoniacs, could not be efficaciouſſy exerted 
ce without prayer and fa/ting on the part of the Al- 
| 7 < mighty's agent: and here he clearly diſcovers to 
| 7 « os the ſecond of theſe prophetic marks, pre- 
| © « noticed by St. Paul, by making our Saviour ap- 


} « prove of a determined unnatural abſtinence from 
6 marriage for the kingdom of heaven's ſake, Theſe 
| ? « were the peculiar do&rines of the Encratites or 
; : « Continentes, a ſe& which appeared very early in 
; « the ſecond century, and amongſt whom it is not 
7 « jmprobable, that the ſame madneſs of ſuperſtitious 
, 5 « enthufiaſm, which ſoon after led men into her- 
l | i « mitages, monaſteries, and even to ſtand for a fl 
l 5 « great length of time in an erect poſture on the top 1 
|; c of a pillar, might have produced an inſtance or 1 
s * two of the unnatural ſelf-violence the author ſpeaks f 
| ; 


K of, the very alluſion to which convicts him of be- 
ing a writer later than thoſe inſtances: but it is 
e abſolutely impoſſible that, in our Saviour's time, 
* aImoſt as ſoon as the new covenant of the king- 
dom of heaven or of God was begun to be preach- 
| ed, and even before his diſciples comprehended 
its nature and intent, any men could have made 
n themſelves eunuchs for the ſake of it.“ 
| This, ſurely, requires no animadverſion. Be- 
| ſides, if the Goſpel of Matthew had not been written 
| till the doctrine of the Encratites (the founder of 
wich was Tatian, the diſciple of Juſtin Martyr) 
i" ſprung up, it would have been abſolutely impoſ- 
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ſible that it ſhould have been received as the pro. 
duction of Matthew. 

7. Mr. Evanſon is diſpleaſed with the dt of 
the houſeholder, Matt. 20, who gave the fame 
wages to thoſe who had worked only one hour, 
and to thoſe who had worked all the day. © If, 
ſays he, p. 169, © by working in the vineyard ; 
* meant men's performing the moral duties of the 
te goſpel; and by their payment in the evening is b 
cc be underſtood the rewards of that future life which 
te God has promiſed to all faithful and true Chri- 
te tians ; there is not the leaſt reſemblance of ary 
ce kind between the circumſtances of the Goſpel co. 
« venant and thoſe of the bargain made with te 
« labourers in the parable: for ever ſince the Goſpi! 
© has been preached to the world, whereſoever i 
te is known, the labourers in the Chriſtian vineyar! 
te are invited all together to enter into it; and the 
te ſame covenanted terms are propoſed to all, with 
e out any partial choice or predilection, viz. an eter- 
c nal life of happineſs in heayen. Now in this pa- 
© rable, though the labourers who had wrought the 
« entire day, haying received the bare payment they 
ce had earned, had certainly no right to complain 0f 
« jnjuſtice in the houſcholder, nor to control his ge- 
< neroſity towards the others in giving them more 
c than they had earned; yet ſurely they muſt feel 
« the great difference between his mere juſtice to 
ſc themſelves and his extraordinary liberality to those 

« who 
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te who had wrought but one hour; and we cannot 
« wonder that they murmured at ſo ſeemingly un- 
« reaſonable a preference ard partiality in the diſtri- 
« bution of his bounty.” 

But Mr. Evanſon ſhould have conſidered that they 
who had worked but one hour had been waiting with 
a view to being hired all the day, fo that they had 
ſhewn the beſt diſpoſition to labour, and only wanted 
opportunity. Co.» 5 „ 

8. An inattention to the meaning of the word 


norance) is the ground of another moſt unreaſonable 


cavi of Mr. Evanſon's at the concluſion of our 
Lord's fine deſcription of the proceedings of the laſt 
day. © In the latter part of this chapter,” he ſays, 


p. 180, © is a deſcription of the day of judgment, 


Land expreſsly teaches, not only that the righteous 
. will then be rewarded with eternal life in heaven, 


* but alſo, that the wicked will ſuffer everlaſting 
e puniſhment. There is ſuch palpable injuſtice 
« aſcribed to the righteous Lord of heaven and 
earth by all thoſe who repreſent him as infliting 


infinite puniſhment for the definite, momentary 


* offences of finite creatures, that ſuch a doctrine 
« would make me ſtrongly ſuſpect the authenticity 
« of any ſcripture in which I found it; and it is with 
« great ſatisfaction I can remark that this doc- 
* trine is peculiar to this ſpurious evangelical hiſ- 


| ©tory, and as repugnant to the poſitive declaration 


*« of the other ſcriptures of the New Teſtament as 
H 4 | cc it 
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cc jt is to ſtrict juſtice and the voice of reaſon : for 
(4 they aſſure us, that, not an endleſs life of torment, 
ce but utter deſtruction and a ſecond death await the 
ce unreformed wicked.” 

Mr. Eyanſon cannot well be ignorant that the 

word wo, and the correſponding term in Hebrey, 
are frequently uſed to expreſs an indefinite long 
period. So he himſelf would underſtand it when i: 
is predicated of the prieſthood of Aaron, and the 
kingſhip in the family of David. 
I have now diſcuſſed, and I IM with candour 
every thing that Mr. Evanſon has objected to the 
Goſpel of Matthew, and if you have hitherto been 
at all impreſſed by his repreſentations, 1 hope 
you will be ſatisfied that it has been without ſuff. 
cient reaſon, 


-T-am, &c, 
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LETTER VIII. 


O Mr. Evanſon's Ovjections to the Goſpel of Mark. 


DEAR SIR, 


MR. Evaxsox has not beſtowed ſo much pains | 
on the Goſpel of Mark as he has done on that of 


Matthew, otherwiſe, I have no doubt but he would 
have found as much to object to in it; as, if, by any 


accident, he had happened to prefer the Goſpel of 
Mark, he would have found as much to object to 
mM of Luke. 


With reſpect to this Goſpel, Mr. Evanſon ſays, 
p. 212, The author himſelf no where pretends to be 
« St. Mark; and nothing can be ſlighter or leſs ſatiſ- 


« factory than the external teſtimony or hiſtoric evi- 


« dence in its favour: as every candid inquirer will 
« be convinced who attentively peruſes the collection 


© of thoſe teſtimonies prefixed to the beſt editions of 


ce this Goſpel, the chief of which, reſpecting a reve- 
« lation to St. Peter of Mark's having written it, 


« &c; are manifeſtly fabulous.” Now the teſtimony 
of Mark being the writer of this Goſpel is as early, 
and as ſtrong, as that of Luke being the author of 
his, the ſame writers always mentioning the four 690 
pels as of equal authority. 


2. As 
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2. As if he had been preſent at the time, and in 
the ſecret, Mr. Evanſon gives the following curious 
account of the compoſition of this Goſpel. © It ſeems 
« impoſſible to conſider,” p. 213, © the unknown au- 
c thor of this Goſpel in any other light than as the fir 
c perſon who attempted to harmonize the two con- 
ce tradictory Goſpels of Matthew and Luke, and by 
c extracting from each what he thought the moi 
ce material paſſages to compoſe of them one regular, 
« conſiſtent hiſtory of the public miniſtry of our Sa- 
ce viour. With this view, finding it abſolutely im- 
te practicable to reconcile the two genealogies and 
« accounts of the nativity and infancy of Jeſus, like 
e many later commentators, when they find them- 
< ſelves unable to elucidate the text, he has entirely 
« omitted thoſe parts of the two hiſtories ; and be- 
ce gins were the original writing of St. Luke certain- 
ly began, with the preaching and baptiſm of John, 
« For the ſame reaſon, as it is impoſſible to make 
ce the concluſions of thoſe two Goſpels harmonize to- 
te gether, this compiler abruptly broke off his hiſtory 
* at the eighth verſe of the laſt chapter; and the 
<« twelve following verſes, which are compiled part- 
ce ly from Luke and Matthew and ſtill more from the 
© Goſpel attributed to St. John, not being found in 
the oldeſt and beſt copies of this work, are un- 
te doubtedly the addition of ſome ſtill later hand, who 
lil © has betrayed himſelf, by inadvertently making his 
| addition expreſsly contradict the author whom he 
te perſonated,” 
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To this it 1s only neceſſary to ſay, that ſuch another 


harmonizer and abridger as Mr. Evanſon makes 


Mark to be of the other Goſpels, we ſhall not eaſily 
find; and that on equally plauſible ground, he might 
have made Matthew the harmonizer and abridger of 
Mark, Luke, and John, and Luke the harmonizer 


and abridger of John, Matthew, and Mark. 


3- As Mr. Evanſon cenſures Matthew for mak- 


ing the ſign of the prophet Jonah to be different 


from that of Luke, he cenſures Mark for contradict- 
ing them both. © In the eighth chapter, ver. 12,” 
P. 217, © the author, unable to reconcile his mind 
ce to what the pretended Matthew has ſaid of the ſign 
ce of the prophet Jonas, though he was actually copy- 
* ing from him, has thought proper flatly to contra- 


dict both him and St. Luke, and to make our 


* Saviour declare, ne no ſign at all ſhould be given 


to that generation.” 


What an unreaſonable and aba man — 


this Mark, or whoeyer he was, have been, to have 


both the Goſpels of Matthew and Luke before him, to 


copy after, and yet, though he had no knowledge of his 


own, chooſe to follow neither of them. He muſt have 
known, too, that his blunder would be expoſed by 
the firſt perſon who would take the trouble to com- 
pare them. A very little candour, however, might 
have led Mr. Evanſon to ſee that by no /ign at all, 


this writer meant u /uch ſign as the Phariſees required, 


viz. a ſign from heaven. 


4. A very gent proportion of what Mr. Lvanſon 
objects 


108 The Authenticity of the 
objects to the Goſpel of Mark relates to his repre. 
ſenting Jeſus as having ſeemed to uſe ſome natura] 
means of cure, when he worked ſome of his miracle; 
of a beneficent nature. © In the ſixth chapter, 
« verſe 13, this writer,” p. 215, * tells us, without 
< the leaſt warrant from his originals Luke and 
e Matthew, that when our Lord ſeat out the twelve 
* Apoſtles with miraculous power to cure diſeaſes, 
ce they anointed the ſick they healed with oil. Now 
& ſince the very intent of theſe miraculous cores was 
4. to convince the Jews who beheld them, in a way 
t peculiarly adapted to the kind, benevolent ge- 
te nus of the goſpel, of the ſupernatural interpo- 
* ſition of the Deity in favour of the new religion 


cr they announced; every application, though of the 


t moſt ſimple kind, mult neceſſarily tend to counter- 
«* 2/t the belief of the miracle, and afford ground for 
« ſuſpicion, that the cure was effected by ſome me- 
vt dical virtue of the oil they uſed, not by the imme- 
c diate power of God; and, therefore, as no ſuch 
ce application is ever ſaid to have been uſed by our 
re Saviour or any of his diſciples in either of St. 
F Luke's hiſtones, it is in the higheſt degree impro- 
ct bable that any ſuch unCtion was ever uſed by them; 
c and the very mention of ſuch a circumſtance in this 
e Goſpel and in the Epiſtle attributed to St. James, 
r affords a very ſtrong preſumptive proof that neither 
f of the writers lived in the apoſtolic age ; but that 
te they both wrote in the ſecond century, when the 
ce preachers of chriſtianity no longer having the mi- 


se raculous 
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ec raculous gift of healing, yet pretending to poſſeſs it, 
« conſcious that no effect would be produced upon 
« the patient by their word or touch, introduced the 
« formal ceremony of anointing with oil, accompa- 


cc nied by the united prayer of the Preſbytery; and 


« jf, as, no doubt, ſometimes happened, the ſick per- 


e fan recovered, the cure was attributed to the mi- 


te raculous efficacy of the pious, grealy ritual, which, 
« that it might not be deemed, in any caſe, abſolutely 
« jneffectual, whenever the patient died, was transfer- 
« red to the next world, to ſecure his eternal ſalvation 
« there; for which purpole alone, under the title of 
« extreme unction, it is ſtill uſed by the molt perfectly 
« and moſt conſiſtently orthodox Church in Chni- 
« tendom. The ſeventh chapter, ver. 33, contains an 
« account of our Lord's curing a deaf and dumb per- 
« fon, with ſuch ridiculous geſticulations as are very 
« unworthy the character of the meſſenger of almighty 
« God, putting his fingers into his ears, and touching 
« his tongue with his ſpittle.“ He adds, p. 217, 
© At the twenty-third verſe, this writer again repre- 
« ſents our Saviour, with the airs of a mountebank, 

applying his ſpittle to the eyes of a blind man in 
© order to give him fight; and as if one interpo- 
© ſition of Almighty power were not ſufficient to ac- 


© compliſh a perfect cure, the man's ſight is not 


* completely acquired till on has applied his hands a 
« ſecond time to his eyes.” 


If Mr. Evanſon can ſuppoſe the Goſpel of Mark, 
and the epiſtle of James, to have been written in an 
age in which he can prove that Chriſtians had adopt- 

ed 
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ed the ſuperſtitious practice of anointing with oil, 1 
when, being conſcious that no effect would be pro- 3 
duced by it in this life, they thought it might ſecure. 
eternal ſalvation in the next, 1t will be much later 
than he ſeems to imagine, long after the certain exiſt 
ence of both theſe books. But if he had attended to 
the accounts of other miracles recorded in the ſcrip- 
tures, the authenticity of which, I preſume, he will 
not deny, he would have found nothing particular to 
object to in thoſe of Mark. 

Did not Moſes ſtrike the rock before the water 
guſhed out, though this action might have ſuggeſted 
the idea of the water having previouſly filled ſome 
channel or reſervoir, naturally contained in the moun- 
rain, and that nothing was wanting but to remove a 
ſlight obſtruction to its running out? Did he not 
throw a branch ofa tree into the fountain of bitter wa- 

ters at Mara, in order to make them fit for drinking ? 
Did not Eliſha order Naaman to waſh ſeven times in 
the river Jordan in order to be cured of his leproſy ? 
And did not Elijah ſtretch himſelf upon the dead 
child, as if he might bring him to life by communi- 
cating warmth to it? 

But ſuppoſe our Saviour really meant to give the 

blind man an idea that he did not cure him by a 
miracle, but by ſome medicinal effect of the oint- 
ment, what ſerious objection could be made to his 
conduct? All that could be ſaid would be that, in this 
caſe, he choſe to exert his benevolence without wiſh- 
ing to have it known at the time, that the miracle 
had any other uſe, his other public miracles being 

abundantly 
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abundantly ſufficient to eſtabliſh his divine miſ- 
enn 


5. Mr. Evanſon has two other objections to this 


Goſpel of Mark on the ſubject of prophecy. © The 


ce only prophecies,” p. 2 8, © that I have obſerved 


« peculiar to this Goſpel Gs to St. Mark, are, 


« firſt, ch. x. ver. 30, where he makes our Lord pre- 
« dit, that whoſoever hath forſaken houſes, lands or 
« friends, for his fake and the Goſpel's, ſpall receive 


« not only eternal liſe in the world to come, but now in 
« this time the very ſame articles multiplied an Hun- 
« dred fold, <vith perſecution. As perſecution can be 
« exerted only upon a perſon's property, liberty, or 


« life, it ſeems inconceivable how poſſeſſions of any 
* kind ſhould be ſo greatly multiplied in a ſtate of 


« perſecution ; and the very terms of the prediction 
« appear to imply in them a manifeſt contradiction: 
« but howſoever they may be interpreted, the whole 
« hiſtory of religious perſecuticn, from the illuſtrious 
« meſſenger of the new covenant to the preſent hour, 
« proves the prophecy to be abſolutely falſe, and the 
e writer of it altogether unworthy of credit. 

The ſecond is the prediction reſpecting St. Pe- 


4 ter's denying his Maſter, c. xiv. ver. 30, where, in 


© direct contradiction to both the writings he had be- 
« fore him, he makes our Lord tell him, that before 
ce the cock ſhould crow vice, he would thrice deny 
* him. Accordingly, ver. 68—7 2, he ſays, the cock 


© crery as ſoon as Peter had once denied him, and 


« after he had repeated his denial twice more, with 
« oaths and curſes very unbecoming a choſen diſci- 
cc ple 
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« ple of Jeſus Chriſt, the cock crew a ſecond time, 
ce This relation is ſo abſolutely irreconcileable with 
cc what is given us in the Goſpel according to St. 
ce Matthew, and that with the circumſtances of the 
« {ame event recorded by St. Luke, that two out of 
cc the three muſt inevitably be falſe : and which thoſe 
< are, the judicious reader will decide as he thinks fit,” 
A perſon uſed to the figurative language of ſcrip- 
ture, and eſpecially that of our Saviour, might have 
ſpared himſelf the former of theſe remarks, by ſup. 
poſing that, the hteral ſenſe being impoſſible, ſome 
other muſt have been intended; and it is not very 
unnatural to ſuppole that, inſtead of the actual pol: 
ſeſſion of houſes and lands, the chriſtian deprived 0! 
them by perſecution would have more than an equi. 
valent ſatisfaction of another kind; or he might have 
ſuppoſed a very few words to have been inſerted by 
an error of the tranſcriber. I wonder that the ſagacity 
of Mr. Evanſon did not find another, and much ſtron- 
ger objection to this paſſage, viz. that a man who 
had loſt one mother by perſecution, ſhould be re- 
warded with two or more, and one antient verſion 
has fathers as well as mothers. On this topic Mr. 
Evanſon might have diſplayed as much ingenious 
farcaſm as on any other, on which he has with ſo 
much ſeeming ſatisfaction enlarged the moſt. I won- 
der that he omitted the opportunity. The light dit- 
ference about the cock crowing needs no anſwer ; at 
leaſt it cannot be ſaid, that the account which ſuppoſcs 
two cock crowings was an abridement of that which 
made only one. 
7 6. The 
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Upon the whole there is ſo little that Mr. Evan- 
ſon objects to the Goſpel of Mark, that, the external 
evidence being the ſame for both, I do not ſee why 
he might not have made this his only genuine Gol- 
pel, and have thrown that of Luke into the claſs of 
apocryphal ones. The paſſages he objects to in 
Luke he ſuppoles to be interpolations, and thoſe in 
Maik to be the compoſicion of the writer. But this 
is perfectly arbitrary. He might juſt as well have 
ridiculed Luke for the abſurcictes he finds in his Goſ- 
pel, and have ſuppoſed the few things he objects to 
in Mark to have been interpolations. That the 
Goſpel of Luke is written in a better ſtyle and man- 


ner, is with me far from being any evidence of its 


not being a later fabrication, by a perſon more uſcd 


o compoſition, 


I am, &c, 


* 
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The Authenticity of the 


LE £8. 1 


Of Mr. Evanſon's Objections to the Goſpel of Joby, 


DEAR 81 R; 


Miz. Evansox finds much more to object to the 
| Goſpel of John than to that of Mark, nor do! 
wonder at it. There are many itriking pecuharitics 
in his Goſpel. But all that can be juſtly inferre 
from this circumſtance is, that he is an original 
writer, and did not copy from any other, thoug 
antiquity ſays that he had ſeen the works of the other 
evangeliſts. On this account he has not many 
things in common with them, and when he does 9 
over the ſame part of the hiſtory, he appears to mc 
to have done it for the ſake of greater exaCtnek, 
For in all thoſe caſes he is remarkably circumſtan- 
tial; as in his account of the feeding of the four 
thouſand, and of Peter denying his maſter. Thel: 
parts, as well as every other in his Goſpel, bear 
more internal unequivocal marks of being written 
by an eye. witneſs, than any other writings whatever, 
ſacred or profane. His view ſeems to have been, 
without directly ſaying that the other Goſpels were 
not ſufficiently exact, to relate the ſtory in a more 
correct manner. But this is no impeachment of the 


veracity, 
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veracity, or general good information, of the other 


cvangeliſts. 


It is evident alſo chat the Goſpel of John was not 
compoled as one continued or complete work ; and it 
is probable that it was written at different times, and 
through the inattention of the writer, or his friends, 
who might aſſiſt in putting the parts of it together, 
they are not always proper!y arranged, the fifth chap- 
ter, as Mr. Minn has ſhewn, being evidently out 
of its proper place. The laſt chapter may be con- 
ſidered as a kind of ſupplement, added after the reſt 
of the work had been formally concluled in the pre- 


ceqding chapter. Critics have alſo diſcovered ſome 


interpolations in this Goſpel, but they are pretty 
eaſily diſtingniſhed. Theſe things, however, by no 
means affect the authenticity of the work in general, 
which was reccived by all the primitive Chriſtians 
as unqueſtionably the writing of the apoſtle. 

1. Mr. Evanſon objects to the {tyle of this Goſ- 


pel as remarkably different from that of the Reve- 


lation. It is not, however, more different from it 
than the ſtyle of ſome of the epiſtles of Paul is from 
that of others; and the ſame perſons, in different 
circumſtances, and on different ſubjects, write in a 
very different manner. Beſides, the apoſtles not be- 
ing native Greeks, might be aſſiſted in the compo- 
ſition of their writings, and by different perſons at 
different times. 
As there is an uniform tradition in favour of the 
apoſtle John being the author of the Goſpel, and of 
12 the. 
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the firſt of the epiſtles that bear his name (and the 
ſtyle of them 1s remarkably ſimilar), the different 
ſtyle of the Revelation has been alledged as an ar- 
gument to prove that this book was not written by 
him, but by another John. Mr. Y.vanſon, indced, 


ſays, p. 219, that “ the apoft!- ohn is the avowed 


ce author of the book of tuc Apocaiypſe.” But this 
is ſo far from being the caſe, that becauſe the au- 
thor of this book does not call himſe! an apoſtle, 
but only John, it has by many been afribed to the 
other John. That Mr. Evanſon ſhould be guilty of 


this great overſight, conſidering the attention he has 
oy to this book, is not a little extraordinary. 


The author of this Goſpel,” ſays Mr. Evan. 


= p 222, © it mult be evident to every compe. 
« tent unprejudiced judge, who reads it in thc 
original, particularly the exordium, was well 
* acquainted with the writings of Plato.” He alſo 


ſays, p. 234, © The ſuppoſed John begins by re- 


c preſenting hum” (Jeſus) © as the divine logos of 


Plato, under a human form, dwelling among men, 


(which by the w way is very remote from any thing 
in ee « and repeatedly repreſents him a 


e gmniſcient.” He therefore ſays, p. 295, © I am 


ce perfe Aly convinced that this Goſpel was not writ- 


ten earlier than the ſecond century, and that it 15 


ce the patch-work TID of ſome convert from 


te the Pagan {chools.” 
Now this ſuppoſed deep knowledge of Paten 
reſts on the ſlighteſt foundation. For the term 
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leges by no means neceſſarily means the logos of 
Plato, but is moſt probably that of the ſcriptures of 
the Old Teſtament, meaning that Jogos, or word of 
* God, by which, according to Moſes and the Pſalm- 
iſt, all things were made, and with which no Jew 
could be unacquainted. And if it was the fame lo- 
gos that was in Chriſt, and acted by him, it might 
be ſaid to drivel] in him; and being the power of 
God himſclf, could not but be both omnipotent, and 
omniſcient, though the latter attribute is not parti- 
cularly mentioned by this writer. It is poſſible, 
however, that the apoſtle John might have heard of 
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the logos of Plato, as well as of that of the Gnoſtics, 1 | 

and might intend, in oppoſition to them, to ſpeak 1 

of the true logos, viz. that of the ſcriptures. But 1 

this is not incompatible with the age, or the circum- il 

ſtances, of the apoſtle John. OS 1 

23. Mr. Evanſon finds the greateſt contradiction ji 

between the Goſpel of John and that of Luke, and i | 

even thoſe of Matthew and Mark, in his repreſent- I; | 

„ing Jeſus as making diſciples before John was caſt f | 

2 : into priſon, and the diſciples baptizing for him at 1 
65 that time. ©* Such groſs contradiction,” he ſays, 


— — 


p. 227, © ought to convince the molt orthodox, 
« that there muſt be falſehood on one fide or the 
* other, if not on both; and that, therefore, common 
*ſenſe and reaſon require them, a! leaſt, to reject as 
* falſe and ſpurious, either this Goſpel attributed to 
* St. John, or both the Goſpels attributed to the 
= © other two.” But all that can fairly be inferred 
fſtom this difference is, as has been ebſcrved by the 
| 13 8 carlieſt 
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earlieſt writers, either that John was better ac. 
quainted with the circumſtances of the early hiſtory 
of Jeſus than the other evangeliſts, or, that they 
having omitted the mention of them, he thought 
proper to relate them. 

4. Mr. Evanſon lays great ſtreſs on the differ- 
ence between Matthew and John with reſpect to 
John the Baptiſt knowing Jeſus, or not knowing 
him, previous to his baptizing him. „Let us 
« bring the whole,” he ſays, p. 221, © to the pro- 
* poſed teſt; obſerving, by the way, a groſs con- 
« tradiction between this writer and the pretended 
_« Matthew, at the very outſet : for ch. i. ver. 32, he 
« tells us, that John the Baptiſt declared he did not 


« know Jeſus to be the deſtined Meſſiah, till he fav 


ce the holy ſpirit deſcending on him; whereas ti: 


« Goſpel of St. Matthew, c. iii. v. 14, informs us 


ce that he knew him as ſoon as he came to him; and, 
ce at firſt, refuſed to baptize him, ſaying, I have 
cc need to be baptized of thee, and comeſt thou 
* to me?” Yer ſtill the orthodox receive both 
ce theſe Goſpels for the genuine works of apoſtles, 
« and believe both theſe contradictory aſſertions 
« to be truth, and even the inſpired word of 
« God!!!” | | 

What the orthodox believe about inſpiration is no 
concern of mine, or of Mr. Evanſon's. He might 
Juſt as well have taken this opportunity of exclaim- 
ing againſt the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation. All 
that I have to obſerve is, that two original writers 
might differ as much as theſe, without giving an) 
; | juſt 
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juſt grounds for arraigning the authenticity of the 
works of either of them. I prefer the account of 
John, who I believe had ſeen that of Matthew, and, 
as having been a diſciple of the Baptiſt, he had a 
better opportunity of being acquainted with the real 
circumſtances of the tranſaction. 

5. There is another difference between the Goſ- 
pel of John and that of Luke, on which Mr. Evan- 
ſon likewife lays great ſtreſs. It relates to the call 
of Peter, and ſome other diſciples to follow Jeſus. 
In my opinion the two different accounts may, with- 
out much difficulty, be reconciled. Nothing, how- 
ever, would follow from the difference being irre- 
concileable, but that one of them (and the probability 


will be in favour of John) was better informed con- 


cerning the early part of the hiſtory of q eſus than ihe 


other; and the narrative of John is remarkably cir- 
cumſtantial in this caſe. 


But it is by no means certain that all the twelve 
apoſties always accompanicd Jeſus before their ap- 
pointment to that office. As it is then only ſaid that 
they might be with him, it is probable that before this 
time they had not always been with him. Peter 
therefore might have become a diſciple of Jeſus in 
Judea, as John ſays he did, bur, returning to his 
occupation, might have a ſecond and more particu- 
lar call at the fea of Galilec afterwards, 


6. Mr. Evanſon, making the greateſt account of 


prophecy, is much offended at the Gofpcl of John as 


not containing any, though he did not think the bet- 
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ter of thoſe of Matthew or Mark for having as much 
of this internal evidence as that of Luke. © As to 


tc what,” he ſays, p. 24, © is the grand internal 
cc 


© in every ſcripture, which contains the hiſtory of 


a ſupernatural revelation, predictions of future 
events verified by their actual completion, atte: 
all that we have already ſeen of this writer, to 
lind ſuch evidence in his work, peculiar to him- 
{cIl5, would be as unaccountable and wonderful a; 
any of the extraordinary miracles with which be 
has endeavoured to aſtoniſh the ignorant cre- 
dulity of the ſecond century: but though, with 
a degree of circumſtantial minuteneſs, which no 
writer of credit would have pretended to, he ha 
reported with verbal exaCtneſs the diſcourſes not 
« of Jeſus only, but of John the Baptiſt alſo, to his 
& particular diſciples, at the diſtance of, at leaf, 
thirty-ſix years after they were uttered, and ſome 
of them of very conſiderable length ; he has not 
tought fit to introduce any thing which can with 
propricty be deemed a prophecy.” 


cc 
1 
ce 
cc 
cc 
ce 
cc 
ec 
ce 


cc 


But is it neceſlary that every true hiſtory, or every 


canonical book of ſcripture, ſhould contain a pro- 
phecy? What prophecy of conſequence is there in 
the Acts of the Apoſtles? John, having ſeen the 
other Goſpels, had no occaſion to repeat the pro- 
phecy concerning the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. Mr. 
Evanſon, inſtead of being impreſſed with the cir- 


cunſtantial minuteneſs of the narrative of John e- 


lIpocting 


teſtimony of authenticity, indiſpenſably neceſſary | 
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ſpecting the Bapriſt (which, if it had occurred in Luke, 


would have been deciſive with him in favour of his 
having been preſent at the tranſaftions) notices it 


here as a certain mark of impoſlure ; no perſon in his 


opinion being able to retain fo many particulars in 


memory. But ſurely the circumſtances of a thing of 


ſuch great importance as the preaching of the Bap- 
tiſt, whoſe diſciple this apoſtle had been, and which 


it is probable he had, in the courſe of his preaching, 


related a thouland times, would never be loſt from 
his recollection. 


7. Mr. Evanſon, however, acknowledges one 


prophecy in the Goſpel of John, but he cavils at it 
on account of the enigmatical manner in which it is 
expreſſcd, though all the prophecies in his favourite 


book of Revelation are delivered in as figurative and 
enigmatical a manner. Becauſe Jeſus ſaid, Dęſtroy 
this temple, meaning his body, and in three days I 
will raiſe it up, Mr. Evanſon favs, p. 250, * it makes 
© our Lord aſſure them, that though dead, he could 
© ratſe himſelf up, whereas all the other apoſtles, 


«and even John himſcif (for he was in company 
with, and therefore agreed with Peter, Acts iii. 5) 
© unammouſly aſſerted, that it was not himſelf, but 


e God who raifed him from the dead.” 


Bur though, the better to conceal his meaning, 


Jeſus ſaid chat if the temple was deſtroyed he would 
raiſe it again, he evidently only meant that it il 


be railed again, and by that power by which all his 


miraculous works (which to appearance proceeded 


from 
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from himſelf) were really performed, He was in 
no danger of being underſtood to ſay that a dead 
man could do any thing, and much leſs raiſe himſclf 
to life. Whoever the author of this Goſpel was, it 
is plain that he fully underſtood this to be the mean. 
ing of the expreſſion. 
8. Mr. Evanſon equally cavils at what Jeſus is 
repreſented by John as ſaying concerning the privi. 
leges of thoſe who ſhould believe and obey his Gf. 
pel, in not being ſubject to death. In chapter vii. 
« yer. 51, our Lord is repreſented as ſaying, © ve- 
« rily, verily, if a man keep my ſaying he ſhall ne. 
* yer ſee death,” or as it is repeated in the next 
cc yerſe, © ſhall never taſte of death,” and again 
« c. xi. v. 25 and 26, he not only ſays “ he who 
ce believeth on me, though he were dead, yet ſhall 
c he live, but alſo, whoſoever liveth and believeth 
« in me ſhall never die.” What meaning could the 
ce writer have in ſuch abſurd and groundleſs predic- 
« tions as theſe ? St. Paul, as well as daily experi- 
« ence, aſſures us, that in Adam, in our human na- 
c ture, all men die, and we know that our Lord 
c himlelf, his apoſtles, and all his moſt faithful dif- 
ce ciples, died, or, in the words of the author, hare 
ce ſeen or taſted of death; and if we ſhould ſuppoſc, 
ce that he only intended to inſinuate that, on account 
ce of the certainty of the reſurrection, of his diſciples, 
« their natural death was not to be accounted dying; 
c yet ſtill, according to this author himſelf, the quib- 
ce ble would hold as truly of the moſt profligate un- 
« believer 
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« believer as of thoſe who believed on him; for, 
« C. v. ver. 28 and 29, he ſays, © the hour is com- 
« ing in which all that are in the graves ſhall hear 
« the voice of the Son of God, and ſhall come 
ec forth, they that have done good unto the reſur- 
erection of life, and they that have done evil unto 
« the reſurrection of damnation.” 

When what a perſon ſays cannot be literally true, 
it is candid (as no man writes without ſome meaning) 
to ſuppoſe that he ſpeaks figuratively. And Mr. 
Evanſon certainly knew that by ever dying ſome in- 
rerpreters ſuppoſe our Lord mcant 107 dying for ever, 
and others that in this expreſſion he referred to the 
caſe of thoſe who will be found alive at his ſecond. 
coming, of whom Paul Jays, that they ſhall 20 die, 


but be changed. Had the expreſſion occurred in 


Luke, Mr. Evanſon would have found no difficulty 
at all in it; or if he had, he would have ſuppoſed it 
to be an interpolation, and not to affect the authen- 
ticity of the work in general. 

9. In another paſſage alſo Mr. Evanſon cavils at 
the manner in which, according to this evangeliſt, 
our Saviour choſe to expreſs himſelf, when his real 
meaning, interpreted by the analogy of ſcripture lan- 
guage, was ſufficiently clear. When, after our 
Lord's reſurrection, he is repreſented as breathing on 
his apoſtles, as an emblem of their receiving the 
Holy Spirit, or &rea!h, © he, at the ſame time,” 
p. 239, O impious falſchood! gave them power to 
© remit or retain any perſon's fins.” On this ſubject he 

ecxpatiates 
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expatiates more at large, p. 209. © The very na. 
c ture of the Goſpel covenant, as well as the whole 
ce hiſtory of Peter and the other apoſtles, ſhews u, 


cee that neither he nor any of them had the power df 


« forgiving or retaining fins; and that neither th: 
c whole college of apoſtles, nor even Jeſus Chit: 
© himſelf, ever have been or will be able (if it wen 
ce poſſible to ſuppoſe them willing) to admit one . 
cc cious, unreformed perſon into, nor to exclude on: 
« virtuous benevolent man out of the kingdom of he:- 
cc gen. Indeed the whole converſation, of which thi: 
ce prophecy makes a part, is fo exceedingly differ 
cc ent from that which St. Luke tells us our Savic 
ce held on the ſame occaſion, that it cannot be en 
« titled to any degree of credit, except with th; 
© who think fit rather to reject the Gabe of 8 
„„ 

Now what is there to ſhock Mr. Evanſon fo mut 
in this? Did not Jeſus pronounce the ſins of the fi- 
ralytic perſon, whom he healed at Capernaum, to 
be forgiven, even according to his favourite evan- 
geliſt Luke? ch. v. 20. And whatever be ment 
by the expreſſion, Mr. Evanſon will not deny but 
that it was as impious in Jeſus as in the apoſles, 
ſince he conſiders him as equally a human being, 
having no powers but what he received from God. 
Alſo whatever power Jeſus had, he transferred it to 
the apoſtles. With Mr. Evanſon, therefore, I have 
no occaſion to enter any farther into the explanation 
of our Lord's meaning in this language, whether i: 
 figniticc 
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ſignified the cure of diſeaſes, or diſtinguiſhing the 
eg” of men. 


With as little reaſon Mr. Evanſon 3 1s offend- 


i at 105 language of our Saviour to the woman of 
Samaria. © In chapter iv. 21 (p. 25 1), the au- 
« thor makes our Saviour ſay to the Samaritan wo- 
ce man, believe me, the hour cometh, when ye 
« ſhall neither in this mountain, nor yet at Jeruſa- 
« ſalem, worſhip the Father.” Had the words 
« been, that, under the new covenant, God ſhould 
« no longer be worſhipped there with facrifices and 


ec oblations, they would have been true, and of the 


% ſame import with many other paſſages both of the 


old and new teſtament ; but in the indefinite ſenſe 
ein which they are here uſed, nothing can be faller : 


ce for Chriſtianity teaches men to worſhip God both 
*at Jeruſalem and Samaria, and 1 in every place up- 
« on the globe.“ 

Could Mr. Evanſon really think that the 1 writer 
of this book, whoever he was, meant to repreſent 
our Saviour as ſaying the time would come when 


(50d would not be worſhipped at all, neither at Je- 


ruſalem, nor yet on mount Gerizim? No writer 
could entertain ſo abſurd an idea. Mr. Evanſon, 


therefore, muſt have known that the words had 


{ome other meaning. And what is more natural 


than to ſuppoſe that, ſince the queſtion between Je- 


ſus and the woman was about the one place in which 
God would be worſhipped, in preference to all 


lem 


others, under the old diſpenſation, ſuch as Jeruſa- 
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lem had been, that in the goſpel diſpenſation there 
would be no ſuch place for all true worſhippers, nei- 
ther at Jeruſalem, nor in Samaria. That God will 
never be worſhipped with facrifices and oblations 
under the new covenant, which Mr. Evanſon here 
ſays ce would be true,” was evidently not true; for 
in that manner did both Jeſus himſelf and the apo. 
tles after him worſhip, and fo, I doubt not, will the 
Jews once more, when converted to Chriſtianity, 
after their return to their own country, and the re- 
building of the temple. 

11. Mr. Evanſon thinks it extraordinary chat Na. 
thanael ſhould be mentioned as our Lord's ſixth dil- 
ciple, p. 224, and be declared to be a man with 
guile, and yet never be mentioned by himſelf, or 
any other writer, afterwards. But Mr. Evanſon 
_ ſhould have obſerved, that the antients, as well as 
moderns, ſuppoſed that Nathanael was the ſame wit 
Bartholomew, one of the twelve apoſtles. Had Join 
given a liſt of the apoſtles, the name of Nathan! 
might have appeared among them. Mr. Evanſo! 

might have made the fame objection to the Goſpel of 
Luke, who ſpeaks of the call of Levi, and the feat 
that he made for Jeſus, ch. v. 27, without ever 
making any farther mention of him. For in bis 
_ enumeration of the names of the twelve apoſtlcs, 
ch. vi. 15, we find that of Matthew, but no Levi. 

Mr. Evanſon is no leſs offended at Lazarus, the 
intimate friend of Jc{us, not conſtantly following him. 
« Our Lord repeatedly declutd,” p. 246, that 
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to do. 
12. Diſpoſed as Mr. Evanſon was to cavil at 
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te no man was worthy of him, or could be his diſ— 
ce ciple, who did not forſake family, friends, and all 


« he had for his ſake and the Goſpel's; yet, accord- 
« ing to this hiſtory, Lazarus, his dearly beloved 
« friend, never forſook his family and abode at Be- 


cc thany, to accompany him like his apoſtles ; nor is 


« he ſaid, even by this only writer who mentions 
« him, to have ever taken an active part in the pro- 


e mulgation of that new covenant to mankind, to eſta- 


« bliſh which, was the ſole object of our Lord's life, 
ce death, and reſurrection from the dead; and which, 
« during his whole public miniſtry, ſeemed alone to 
© occupy his thoughts and attention.” But ſurely 
Mr. Evanſon muſt know that few beſides the twelve 
apoſtles conſtantly accompanied Jeſus, He could, 
therefore, only mean that no man could be worthy 
of being his diſciple who was not ready to leave all 
and follow him, if it ſhould be required of him fo 


every thing in the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and 
John, not contained in that of Lule, we cannot 


wonder at his cenſure of the miracle of changing 
water into wine. But that he ſhould exaggerate as 


he does every circumſtance that has the appearance 
of improbability, and treat with ſo much levity and 


contempt what others regard with reverence, 1s 
| ſomething more than I ſhould have expected of 


nim, or of any Chriſtian. I ſhall, however, 
quote all that he ſays about it, “ The firſt mira- 
7 «© Cle, 
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« cle,” p. 245, © he has related, and which he 
ce calls the beginning of the miracles of Jeſus, is the 
te changing the water into wine at a marriage feaſt, 
cc when the inviter's ſtack of wine grew low; though 
ce the ſtory itſelf informs us that the gueſts had al. 
c ready drunk ſo well, that the maſter of the feaſt 
ce judged it more probable, that if any more wine 
c had been brought them, it would have been of an 
ce inferior quality to what they had been drinking; 
ce but this miraculous wine was of ſo ſuperior and 
ec excellent a flavour, that it mult neceſſarily re-ex:- 
© cite even the ſated appetite, and tempt them v 
e continue their intemperance wich a freſh reliſh, 


&« preacher of what is called Chriſtianity, had he 


« been endowed with jufficient power, would have 


ce performed and gladly partaken of the intemperat 
rc joys of fo wonderfully ſcaſonable a tranſmutaiion, 
« I can eaſily ſuppoſe, and think it not improbable 
ce that he would alſo have exerted his ſupernatural 
ce ability to the enriching himſcif and his poor diſ- 
ciples, by tranſmuting the cheap and baſer metals 


inſtances of ſenſual indulgence equally laudable 


© and equally chriſtian as the intemperate uſe of | 


& ſkrong liquor: but whoſoever rightly apprehend 


ce the character and doctrine of the holy Mediator of 
« the new covenant ; and has obſerved how utterly 
ce incompatible every degree of ſenſual exceſs is with 
ce the Goſpel precepts of ſobriety, temperance, mo- 
| | : cc deration, 


into gold, and to the enjoyment of many other 
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I ee deration, and the ſubjection of our bodily appe- 
ge tites to reaſon and religious duty, will find ſuch a 
7 « miracle as this incredible, though it had been re- 
corded in all the four hiſtories; and coming in 
7 « {0 very exceptionable a form, upon the ſingle, 
7 « unſupported teſtimony of ſo very exceptionable an 
| « hiſtorian, it is altogether as unworthy of belief as 
« the fabulous Roman Catholic legend of St. Ni- 
« cholas's chickens, of later times. To St. Luke's 
credit, he is ſo far from giving it the leaſt con- 
* firmation, that though he informs us our Lord, 
e from motives of compaſſion for a large multitude 


« who had followed him to ſuch a diſtance from 


e their own homes and ſtayed to hear him ſo late, 


« that they could not otherwiſe have been provided 
« with neceſſary ſuſtenance, miraculouſly fed five 


« thouſand perſons with only five loaves and two 


« fiſhes; yet he does not tell us of his changing ſo 


much as one firkin of water into wine on that cha- 
© ritable occaſion, though, here, he is ſaid to tranſ- 


© mute eighteen firkins for the uſe of theſe 2 


© topers of Cana.” 


Had this ſtory been found in Luke, and Mr. 


Evanſon ſhould not have thought it an interpolation, 
all that he would have inferred from it, would have 
| been that our Saviour was no enemy to innocent 
| exhilaration on a natural occaſion of joy; and that 
there was a propriety in his ſupplying a want, of 
which himſelf and his attendants, probably more 
than had been expected, had been the occaſion, in 
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a family that perhaps could but ill afford it. So dif. 
terently may the ſame thing be repreſented, accord- 
ing to the Rate of mind with which it is conſidercd, 
13. Mr. Evanſon finds much improbability in 
John's account of our Saviour's intercourſe with 
the woman of Samaria, whom he calls, p. 228, «1 
« libidinous woman ;” as at her ſaying he Jews had 
no dealings with the Samaritans, though his diſciple; 
were then gone to buy food in a city of the Sama. 
titans; that to her, and, as he fays, “ in a ſtrain of 
© fiftitious jargon,” he announced himſelf to be th: 
Meſſiah, though not to the Jews; that he ſhould fa; 
that it then wanted four months of being the time di 
harveſt, which, he ſays, is inconſiſtent with the hi. 
tory ; and that it could not with truth be faid that 
other men labcured and the apoſtles entered into thei 
labours ; and he concludes with ſaying, p. 231, 
« Surely a writer ſo little conſiſtent with the beſt 
e confirmed truth, and with common ſenſe, is very 
e unjuſtly accounted an apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt.” | 
That there are conſiderable difficulties attending 


the circumſtances of this ſtory I readily acknov-. 


ledge, and therefore I am ſometimes inclined to 
think that, like ſome other parts of this Gofpel, it has 
been miſplaced, But the improbabilities are by no 
means ſo great as Mr. Evanſon repreſents them. 


The greateſt difficulty reſpects Jeſus owning him- 


ſelf to be the Meſſiah, though it appears ro have 
been to this woman only. For what 1s not a little ex- 
traordinary, the people of the town do not appear to 


3 have 
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have learned it of her, but to have inferred it, as our 


Lord's hearers in general did, from his diſcourſes 
and his works. 


The dealings the woman refers to need not be ſup- 


poſed to be of a mercantile nature, but only acts of 
friendſhip ; and the four months to the harveſt ex- 


* preſſes not the diſtance from that time of the next 
© harveſt, but the uſual interval between the ſeed time 
: and harveſt. And there was a great propriety in this 
application of ſuch a proverbial expreſſion, ſince the 
natural harveſt followed the ſeed time at the diſtance 


of four months; whereas his ſpiritual harveſt came 
immediately after the ſeed time. 

As to the character of this woman, which, to 
heighten the improbability of the ſtory, Mr. Evanſon 


makes the worſt of, Biſhop Pearce ſuppoſes it not to 


have been what our common copies and tranſlations 
intimate, viz. that of a woman living an openly licen- 
tious life, but that, though ſhe had had four huſbands, 
ſhe had not at that time any huſband ; and the re- 


ſpect which her townſmen ſeem to have had for her 


certainly favours this ſuppoſition. 
14. By an eafy conjecture of Bp. Pearce, the juſt- 
neſs of which I think I have in a manner demonſtrated, 


viz. that the word paſſover in] ohn iv. ver. 4. is an inter- 


polation, all the following cenſure may be obviated. 


© In the fifth chapter,” p. 231, © the author tells us, 


* that after the cure of the nobleman's ſon at Caper- 
* naum, which, he ſays, was the ſecond of our Sa- 
K 2 «y1our's 
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&« yiour's miracles in Galilee, he went again to Jery. 
e ſalem to a feaſt of the Jews ; but does not ſay what 
ce feaſt. According to his own deſcription of the 
« time of our Lord's return to Galilee, that it was 
© four months before harveſt, it ought to be another 
ce feaſt of the Paſſover, unleſs we ſuppoſe him to have 
« tranſgreſſed the injunction of the Moſaic Law. If 
ce this writer, therefore, were a Jew, or well verſed in 
ce the cuſtoms and ordinances of the Jews, he muſt 
«© mean that this was a ſecond Paſſover, at which our 
ce Saviour attended, after the commencement of hi 
ce public miniſtry ; yet after his return again into G2. 
ce lilee from this feaſt, in the very next chapter we 
© are told that he croſſed the ſea of Galilee, and 

e that © the Paſſover, a feaſt of the Jews, was nigh.” 
_ © Surely this writer is the moſt extraordinary chro- 
e nologiſt and hiſtoriographer that ever appeared in 
ce the world!“ . 

That the word paſſver was not to be found in 
this place in the time of Irenæus, is certain. For he 
expreſsly enumerates all the paſſovers that he could 
find diſtinctly mentioned, or alluded to, in the Goſpch 
with a view to make them as many as he could; and 
to help his argument he ſuppoſes ſome feaſts to have 
been paſſovers which certainly were not ſo, and yet 
he makes no mention of this. 

15. Without ſeeming to know that ſome of the 
verſes in John's account of the cure of the impotent 
man at the pool of Betheſda are an interpolation, 
| which 
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; which he might have ſeen in Grieſbach, Mr. Evan- 
ſon makes the following remarks, worthy only of an 


unbeliever. © In the fifth chapter,” p. 242, © our 


« author relates the miraculous cure of a poor, 
« friendleſs, impotent man. So far all is credible. 
« But unfortunately he tells us, this man had been 
« long waiting to obtain his cure from the miraculous 
« efficacy of the pool of Betheſda, whoſe waters be- 


« ing diſturbed at certain ſeaſons, by an Angel, who 


« deſcended for that purpoſe, acquired for a moment 
« the wonderful virtue of healing every kind of ſick- 
« neſs or diſeaſe ; but loſt it again fo inſtantaneouſly, 


« that none but the ſingle patient who got firſt into 
« the pool after the troubling of the water could re- 
c ceive the leaſt benefit from it. In contradiction, 


« therefore, to the whole tenour of the Jewiſh hiſtory, 
from whence we learn, that there was no prophet 
| nor any ſupernatural interpoſition of divine provi- 
E © dence amongſt the Jews, from the time of their laſt 
© return from Babylon to the coming of Jeſus Chriſt, 


ce this writer informs us of a ſtanding miracle amongſt 
them notoriouſly and frequently repeated in the 


* ſheep-market, that is, in one of the moſt public 
ce places in Jeruſalem. Had this been true, it could 
e never have eſcaped the notice of either Jew or 
Roman reſident in that metropolis ; but muſt have 


« been often ſpoken of by every hiſtorian, who gave 


* an account of that city: yet no ſuch circumſtance 
*1s ſo much as once hinted at by Luke, Joſephus, 
© nor any of the Roman hiſtorians,” | 
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But ſuppoſing the part of the ſtory which relates 
to the virtues of the pool not to have been an inter- 
polation, but that the writer had taken it for granted 
that the virtues aſcribed to it were real, how does this 


affect his character? He might have been credulous, 


in this reſpect, and yet his hiſtory not the leſs All 


thentic. 


16. Mr. Evanſon finds a number of contradic- 
tions of his only Goſpel of Luke in the circumſtance: 
attending our Lord's laſt paſſover, and thoſe of hi; 
trial, which he enlarges upon in his uſual ſarcaſtic 
way. *© The laſt named writer,” p. 2 236, cc we have 


7 ſen, informs us, that the laſt ſupper our Saviour 
cc eat with his apoſtles was the Paſchal ſupper, which 


ce he told them he had been particularly deſirous to 
cc eat with them; that at that ſupper, after inſtituting 
© the communion of bread and wine, as a rite to be 
< obſerved by his diſciples merely in grateful remem- 
ee brance of him, he declared that one of them would 
te betray him; but did not explain who it was. This 
ce author, on the contrary, tells us that the laſt ſup- 
« per he eat with them was before the feaſt of the 
& Paſſover; and, inſtead of the inſtitution of the Lord's 


ce ſupper, repreſents our Saviour as ſuddenly, after 


* ſupper was ended, adopting the very unneceſſary, 


<« uſeleſs and unbecoming ceremony of waſhing his 


te apoſtles feet, a ſpecies of extraordinary, unmeaning 
* humiliation, which none of them ever imitated; 
te that, after this ceremony, he told them one of them 
© would betray him; and intimated to one apoſtle, his 
ce r favourit: 
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« favourite above the reſt, that it was Judas Iſcariot 
by giving him a ſop, though ſupper was already 
« gyer, From hence to his being led to Pilate's 
« judgment hall, this author's narration differs very 
« greatly from that of St. Luke; and there it flatly 
« contradicts him. For perſiſting to ſay that it was 
« the preparation for the paſſover, though, St. Luke 
c affures us e preceding day was the day on which it 
« was neceſſary to kill the Paſchal lamb; and that our 
« Saviour accordingly then eat it with his apoſtles ; ; 
« the author tells us, that the rulers of the Jews them- 
« ſelves did not go into the judgment hall, for fear 


ce they ſhould be defiled ſo as to be prevented eating 


« the paſſover; and that, for that reaſon, the Roman 
« Governor, with an amazing degree of condeſcen- 
« ſion, went out and in from his judgment ſeat to 
« them, and from them to the judgment ſeat ſeveral 
« times. St. Luke, however, in terms as diametri- 


« cally oppoſite as truth to falſchood, affirms that the 


« chief Prieſts and Elders of the Jews were preſent at 
« Pllate's examination of our Saviour, and urged the 
only accuſation againſt him; and tells us that after 
« Herod had ſent him back to him, Pilate aſſem- 
« bled the rulers and people of the Jews, and © ſaid 
© unto them, ye have brought this man unto me, as 
cone that perverteth the people; and behold I hav- 
© ing examined him Before you have found no fault in 
e him.” When Pilate had conſented to gratify them 


© by his crucifixion, this writer ſays that Jeſus him- 
* ſelf bare his own croſs to the place where he was 
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ec crucified: St. Luke that the Jews compelled one 
e Simon a Cyrenian to bear the croſs after Jeſus. St. 
Luke tells us, that after our Lord's death, Joſeph 
ce of Arimathea took the body and laid it in a new 
« ſepulchre ; that the women were preſent and ſay 
ce how and where it was laid; and went and prepared 
e ſpices and ointments to embalm it with, as foon as 
te the ſabbath was ended. This writer, on the con- 
e trary, informs us, that Joſeph and Nicodemus to- 
ce gether embalmed the body with an hundred pound 
te weight of myrrh and aloes and other ſpices © as the 
* manner of the Jews is to bury ;” and then laid it in 
ce the ſepulchre. St. Luke aſſures us that in the 
cc evening after our Lord's reſurrection, that is, in the 
ce beginning of the ſecond day of the week, he ap- 
< peared to all the eleven apoſtles and other diſciples, 
ce who were aſſembled together with them; and from 
ce that time to his aſcenſion was frequently ſeen by them 
tat Jeruſalem; that he then explained to them the 
e meaning of the prophecies concerning himſelf, in- 
ce ſtructed them in the nature and purport of the 
e goſpel, and bid them tarry at Jeruſalem till the day 
ce of Pentecoſt, when they were to receive the holy 
* Ghoſt or holy inſpiration; that they did ſo, and 
ce never returned again to dwell in their own country 
ce Galilee. The pretended John, in contradiction to 
ce all this, tells us, that the evening on which the diſ- 


e ciples ſaw our Saviour was the firſt day of the week, 


« which ſhews that he was no Jew, but one who 
te reckoned his time like the Greeks and Romans; 
ce that 
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« that all the eleven apoſtles were nor preſent; for 
« that Thomas was not with them, and did not ſee 
« him till eight days after; that inſtead of telling 
« them to wait till Pentecoſt for the gift of the holy 
© inſpiration, he then © breathed on them and ſaid, 
« receive ye the holy Ghoſt,” 
Now, whatever inconſiſtency there may be in theſe 
reſpects between John and Luke, nothing can be 
inferred from it, but that one of them was better in- 
formed than the other; and the probability will be 
that John, who was preſent, is the more exact of the 
, two. The difficulty about the preparation of the 
pbaſſover, I think I have ſufficiently explained in the 
| Diſertations prefixed to my Harmony of the Gofpels, 
where I ſhewed, p. 111, that it muſt mean that 
| preparation for the ſabbath which fell in the paſchal 
week. 35 . 
The waſhing of the apoſtles' feet, though ridiculed 
by Mr. Evanſon, appears to me not at all improbable, 
and a very inſtructive action; and not being intend- 
ed to be imitated literally, I am not ſurpriſed that 
ve find no mention of the diſciples doing it after him. 
The words before you in Luke need not to be under- 
ſtood literally, as every thing that had paſſed was im- 
mediately reported to them; ſo that they knew it as 
well as if they had been themſelves preſent, And 
Jeſus might begin to carry the croſs, but appearing 
to be unable to do it, it might have been given to 
another perſon. What was done to the body of 
Jeſus by Joſeph of Arimathea might not be known 
N to 
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to the women, or they might chooſe to make ſome 
addition to it. Luke might not know but that 
Thomas was preſent the firſt time that Jeſus appear. 
ed to the apoſtles, or eleven being their number after 
the defection of Judas, as twelve had been before, the 
phraſe might be uſed by him though one of them 
was then abſent, The other differences in the ac- 
counts have been more or leſs noticed betore, 
Upon the whole, I ſee nothing in theſe remarks 
of Mr. Evanſon but a determination to undervalue 
the Goſpel of John, as he had done thoſe of Matthey 
and Mark; but without any more ſpecious ground 
for it; and with the ſame predilection for any of 
theſe three, he might, with as much plauſibility, have 
cried down the Goſpel of Luke. | 
Such are the reaſons for which Mr. Evanſon has 
been led to reject, as he ſays, p. 255, © three of the 
« four generally received Goſpels as ſpurious fiction 
ce of the ſecond century, unneceſſary, and even pre- 
ce judicial to true Chriſtianity, and in every reſpect 
e unworthy of the regard which ſo many ages have 
ce paid them.” And ſuch are the reaſons which lead 
me to adhere to the hitherto univerſally received 
opinion on the ſubje&t. Compare them, and judge 
for yourſelf, FL 


| 1 am, &c. 
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of Mr. Fuarſo' s Objeftions to the E Piſile to the 
Romans, 


DEAR SIR, 


UH Ms. Evanſon, not content with rejecting three 
of the four Goſpels, has been led, as he ſays, p. 25 5, 
« by the fame train of inveſtigation to reject ſeveral 
ce of the canonical epiſtles, upon the ſole authority 
« of ſome of which ſeveral fundamental doctrines 
« of the orthodox church, of various ſects of pro- | 


* feſſing Chriſtians, are confidently tauzht the peo- q 
« ple for doctrines of the goſpel of Chriſt.” © I there- = 
« fore,” he ſays, p. 256, © think it my duty to add | ; | 
te briefly my reaſons for expunging alſo out of the | 
* yolume of duly authenticated ſcriptures of the ſl! 


e New Covenant, the Epiſtles, to the Romans to 
e the Epheſians—to the Coloſſians to the Hebrews 
of James of Peter of John of Jude, —and, | l 
e in the book of the Revelation, the Epiſtles to the | 
* ſeven churches of Aſia,” He alſo ſays, p. 284, \} 
** Not one of theſe epiſtles contains in it that neceſ- . = 
* fary internal teſtimony of the divine authority of | 
* the wriger, the ſpirit of prophecy ; ; whilft St. Paul's | 

* Epiſtles | 
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«Epiſtles to the Corinthians, Theſſalonians, Ga- 
* latians, and Timothy, have the hiſtoric teſti. 


% mony in their favour ſtrongly corroborated by 


te that and every other internal evidence of au- 


ce thenticity.“ 


Mr. Evanſon ſhould ſay what, in his idea, con- 
ſtitutes a canonical book of the New Teſtament. In 
my opinion it is nothing more than a book written 
by an apoſtle, or other perſon of their age, well ac- 
quainted with the circumſtances of the promulga- 
tion of Chriſtianity, and therefore qualified to tranſ- 


mit an account of it to poſterity, and alſo of ſo much 


importance as to deſerve the attention of all Chriſ- 
tians. Indeed, whatever ſuch perſons wrote con- 
cerning Chriſtianity would neceſſarily be entitled ta 


ſuch attention. It is enough, therefore, for us to be 
fatisfied with reſpect to the genuinengſs of the epiſtles 


aſcribed to Paul or the other apoſtles; and the an- 
cients had evidently no other object in their inqui- 
rjes into this ſubject. Whether when they wrote 


they had any prophecy to communicate, depended 
hoth upon their having ſuch prophecy, and a ſuffi- 


cient reaſon for communicating it at that time. And 
there are many proper occaſions of writing, both to 
churches and particular perſons, wholly independent 
of every thing of this nature. However, it happens 
that the epiſtle to the Romans does contain a pro- 


phecy, and a very important one, viz. that of the 


final converſion of the whole of the Jewiſh nation, 


which ſhould have recommended it to the recep- 


tion 


r 


tion of Mr. Evanſon. But he has ſeveral other ob- 
jections to it, which I ſhall not overlook. 
1. © In the Epiſtle to the Romans, p. 257, 
« the author writes indeed in the name of Paul; 
« but he writes to a Chriſtian Church already ſub- 


« fiſting at Rome and celebrated for its faith in 


« Chriſt throughout the whole world, before he him- 
« ſelf had been there.“ He ſays that when Paul 


arrived at Rome he found no Chriſtian church 


there, “ as indeed,” he ſays, p. 258, © it is not at 
« all probable there ſhould have been. Who then,” 
ſays he, p. 258, © was that other Apoſtle to the 


= Gentiles, who ſo far preceded St. Paul, as already 
«© to have reached Rome, without preaching the 


« Goſpel to the inhabitants of the intervening coun- 
« tries of Aſia Minor and Greece, and to have 
« founded a church there early enough for its being 
* ſpoken of throughcut the whole world, when St. Paul, 
in the execution of the commiſſion miraculouſly 
« oiven to him by Chriſt himſelf, had advanced no 
« farther than Macedonia and Greece ?” 

He ſays, p. 259, moreover, that © from the laſt 
* chapter of the Acts it appears inconteſtably that 
they were not Chriſtians but Jews who met Paul 
te at Appii Forum; that his firſt ſtep, when he ar- 
* rived at Rome, was to call together the Jews 
* reſident there and exculpate himſelf for having 
** appealed to the Emperor ; tlat thoſe Jews, far 
* from knowing the Goſpel to have been already 
© preached and received at Rome, declared them 
Y 1 « ſelves 
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«ſelves totally ignorant concerning it, except that 


te jt was every where ſpoken againſt, and were de- 


tt ſirous to be informed of its doctrines by him.” 

In all this argument Mr. Evanſon takes for 
granted a thing which is far from appearing to be 
fact, viz. that no other than apoſtles could plant 
Chriſtian churches. But were not the Samaritans, 
and alſo the Eunuch of Ethiopia, converted by Phi. 
ip? And did not Barnabas and Mark go upon 1 


- Progreſs to preach the goſpel independently of Paul 


and Silas? What could be neceſſary to make con- 


verts to Chriſtianity but a credible account of the 


doctrines and miracles of Chriſt, though the impart. 
ing the gift of the holy Spirit was uſeful to confirm 
ſuch converts? And can Mr. Evanſon think it at 


all probable, that when the metropolis of the em- 
pire was conſtantly viſited by perſons from all parts 


of the known world, no Chriſtians ſhould have 
any occaſion to go thither, or that they would be 
ſilent on a ſubject that intereſted themſelves and 
others ſo much as the new religion, which they had 
Juſt embraced, did? Is it at all credible, then, that 


there ſhould be no Chriſtian church at Rome before 

the year 62, when Paul was ſent thither? | 
|  Befides, whatever Mr. Evanſon may fancy to the 
contrary, it is evident that they were Chriſtians who 


met Paul at Puteoli and Appu Forum. For they 


are ſtiled brethren, a well known appellation of Chriſ- 
tians, and he received from them that conſolation 


which no other perſons could have given him in 


his 
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his circumſtances. Acts xxviii. 13. And we came 
the next day to Puteoli; where we found brethren, and 
were defired to tarry with them ſeven days, and ſo we 
cent towards Rome. And from thence when the bre- 
thren heard of us they met us as far as Appii Forum, 


and the Three Taverns, whom when Paul ſaw, he 


thanked God, and took courage, It is very extraor- 
dinary that Mr. Evanſon fhould imagine that thoſe 
brethren were any other than Chriſtian brethren. 
That Paul ſhould deſire to have a conference with 
the Jews of Rome was very natural. As he had 
been ſent to Rome on an accuſation of the chiefs of 


© the nation, he would wiſh to have his caſe under- 


ſtood by thoſe of his countrymen who were at 


| Rome, Theſe Jews were unacquainted with Chriſ- 
| rianity, and Paul took that opportunity of explain- 


ing it to them; but it by no means follows from 
this, that there were no Chriſtians then at Rome, 
and a church, conſiſting of both Jews and Gentiles. 

From very early times the epiſtles of Paul were 


publicly read in Chriſtian churches, and among 


others in thoſe very churches to which they were ad- 
drefſed, where it could not but have been known 
whether ſuch epiſtles had been written to them or 
not. It is hardly poſſible to imagine any circum- 
ſtance that would ſo effectually preclude all poſſi- 
bility of any impoſition of the kind. And yet Mr. 
Evanſon ſeems never to have attended to it. The 
canon of the New Teſtament may be ſaid to have 
been completed long before the memory of ſuch 


spiſtles 


ry 
3 
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epiſtles having been received, or not, could be loft, 
If Paul, for inſtance, wrote ſo large an epiſtle as thar 


which now bears that title, to the church of Rome, 
whatever became of that particular copy, yet, as it 
had been read to the whole church at the time that 
it was received, it could never have been forgotten 


that he had written ſuch an epiſtle. And if any 
epiſtle had at any time afterwards been brought to 


that church, and reſpect been claimed for it as writ- 
ten by the apoſtle, it would have been rejected with 


indignation ; and the knowledge of this fact would 


have cauſed it to be rejected in all other Chriſtian 


churches, The ſame may be ſaid of the epiſtles 


addreſſed to other churches. 


2. Mr. Evanſon objects to the authenticity of 


this epiſtle becauſe when Paul wrote it he ſignified 
his intention of going by way of Rome into Spain. 


« Now” ſays he, p. 257, © whoever has read, 
te with proper attention, the hiſtory of St. Paul's 
ce travels written by his friend and fellow-traveller 


** Silas or Luke, in the Acts of the Apoſtles, muſt 
« be convinced, that St. Paul never had the leaſt 
* jdea of travelling into Spain.” But does the 
vriter of that book mention every thing that Paul 
Intended to do, when it is evident that he relates only 


a ſmall part of what he actually did? 
3. So differently do the ſame things ſtrike dif- 


rent perſons, that the ſalutations at the end of the 


epiſtle to the Romans, which are ſo like thoſe with 
which the other epiſtles of Paul terminate, that the) 


furniſh 


bay. - 
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furniſh one of the cleareſt proofs of their genuine- 
neſs, are with Mr. Evanſon marks of forgery, © I 
« cannot forbear” he ſays, p. 260, © remarking far- 


« ther the inconſiſtency of this writer, which indeed 


© muſt generally be diſcernible in all falſifiers, in 


« making St. Paul perſonally acquainted with ſo 


« long a liſt of members of the church of Rome, 


« where he had never been, amongſt whom we find 


ce Aquila and Priſcilla, and even his own mother, 
« t9 whom he ſends his ſalutation, in the laſt chap- 
« ter, v. 13. Of the two firſt St. Luke tells us that, 
« about, or rather before, the pretended date of this 
« Epiſtle, they had left Rome, being Jews, in obe- 
« djience to an edict of Claudius. And if there is 
« any reaſon to believe that St. Paul's mother was 


| then living, is it credible, that an old woman of 
| © Tarſus in Cilicia, whoſe ſon was ſo wonderfully 


« appointed to preach the goſpel, and who was oc- 


| © cupied in that commiſſion in Aſia and Greece, 


« ſhould leave her native country and ſuch a ſon, 
*and ramble after other preachers of the goſpel, 
« at ſo advanced an age, to the far diſtant metro- 
polis of Italy ?” 

Mr. Evanſon, however, will find that when this 
epiſtle was written, Claudius, by whoſe edict the Jews 
had been baniſhed from Rome, was dead, and there- 
fore many of thoſe who had left the place would take 
the opportunity of returning. It is evident from 
the cleareſt circumſtances that the Epiſtle to the 
Romans was written in the beginning of the year 


5 58, 


/ 
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58, which was the fifth of Nero. As to Paul's 
mother, it was probably ſome aged matron to whom 
he was under particular obligation, and to whom 
he might, on this account, give ſuch an endearing 
appellation. Or if it was his natural mother, im. 
probable as, no doubt, it was, it was not abſolutely 
impoſſible, but that ſhe might be at Rome. 

4. © But in the eleventh chapter,” Mr. Evan. 
ſon ſays, p. 260, © the author clearly betrays him. 
ce ſelf to be, not St. Paul, but ſome perſon who 
« lived and wrote ſome time after the deſtruction 
ce of Jeruſalem and the diſperſion of the Jews; 
« for to thefe events alone, can the following ſen- 
« tences refer. Verſe 12, If the fall of them (te 
Jews) be the riches of the world, and the dini. 

e niſhing of them the riches of the Gentiles, hos 
© much more their fulneſs? Again, v. 15, If the 
te caſting away of them be the reconciling of the 

cc world, what ſhall the receiving of them be? 

e Again, v. 21 and 22, If God ſpared not the m- 

ee tural branches, take heed leſt he alſo ſpare no! 

e thee. Behold the goodneſs and ſeverity of God: 

© on them which fell ſeverity; but towards thee 
« goodneſs, if thou continue in goodneſs ; other- 
ce wiſe thou alſo halt be cut of,” &c. 

This objection goes upon the principle that Paul 
could have no idea of the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, 
and the ſubſequent diſperſion of the Jews, but after 
the events. But if this was the caſe, as the ſame 
rule muſt apply to all other writers as well as Paul, 

= _ GE Luke 
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Luke not excepted, his Goſpel muſt have been 
written after thoſe events. But had Paul never heard 
of our Saviour's prophecies, and if ſo, might he not 
allude to the events predicted by him? Beſides, 
he himſelf ſaw ſo much of the incredulity of the 
Jewiſh nation, that he might be well ſatisfied that 
the time of their general converſion was at a great 
diſtance, and their caſting awway means nothing more 
than their general unbelief. 

If the writer of this Epiſtle could not allude to 
any events but ſuch as he was witneſs to himſelf, 
how could he allude, as he evidently does, to the 
general converſion of the Jews, and the effect it 
would have upon the Gentiles, which has not taken 
place even yet? This is certainly a prophecy, and 
therefore might have been expected to recommend 
this epiſtle to Mr. Evanſon. Or, if we conſider it as 
nothing more than a probable conjecture, might he 
rot ſuppoſe the alluſion to the deſtruction of Jeru- 
falem to be a conjecture too, and therefore no proof 
of the epiſtle having been written after the event ? 


I am, &c. 


LETTER. 
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LEETTER-Xx; 


Of Mr. Evanſon's Objettian to ſome other Epiſle in 
the New Teſtament. 


DEAR SIR, 


Ox: Letter more relating to Mr. Evanſon's ob- 
jections to ſome other epiſtles in our canon of the 
New Teſtament ſhall cloſe all that I have to ob. 
ſerve of this kind, 

« The Epiſtle to the Epheſians,” he ſays 
p- 567 « is alſo written in the name of St. Paul, 
« but under a ſuppoſition that a Chriſtian church 
« was ſettled at Epheſus, before Paul himſelf preach- 


« ed the Goſpel there; for c. i. v. 15 and 16, the 


« writer makes him ſay, Wherefore I alſo after / 
te heard of your faith in the Lord Jeſus and love unto 
« all the Saints, ceaſe not to give thanks for you, 
% &c. and c. iii. v. 1, &c. for this cauſe, I Paul, 
the Priſoner of Jeſus Chriſt, for you Gentiles, i 
« ye have heard of the diſpenſation of the grace of 
„God which is given to me to you-ward: how 
<« that by revelation he made known unto me tlie 
« myſtery (as I wrote afore in few words ;) whereby 
© when ye read ye may underſtand my knowledge 


«in the myſtery of Chriſt. This ſuppoſition, 


cc hOWe ver, 


20 * ä F 0 4 FRO JEET FP Re hoe us n * k R nn F 
p N 5 8 » * 0 - IT ATE JROST 9 J ö R * r F or Sites * 2 4 Y 1 * 
. n nn wn TIE CODE DOE OO OT EY FF nes i we wi! oat Eat et — ES? FRY 9 NS cr KY ? . N 4 . 
* RR ! ðVy d ⁵ð̊! f ĩðͤ L0G Lo I 2 2 e 5 2 5 ; . 
: n 1 ö EO BTW I Cr ² ˙ AXA %⅛— U 4 En 423th of SSD = 9 N od ak. 2 : * : » - * 12 
1 e * 7 8 es 7 = : ag . i i . - * EET 3 4 8 #4: 0 


A 


Goſpel of Matthew, Sc. vindicated. 149 


E « however, cannot poſſibly be allowed by any one 
e who credits the hiftory of the Acts of the Apol- 
| b « tles; for in that we are expreſsly told, c. 18 and 
3 « 19, that 8c. Paul hiniſelf preached the goſpel at 
Epheſus, firſt, in che ſynagogue of the Jews at 
C two different tines, and atterwards in the ſchool 
of Tyrannus, for the ſpace of two years; and to 
c « read over his valedictory diicourſe to the elders of 
3 « the church of Epheſus, at Miletus, recorded 
Acts 20, is amply ſufficient to convince every 
F< impar tial mind, that St. Paul could never have 
E «written to the Epheſians in the above quoted 
4 « langu>ge ol this Epiſtle. Some critics indeed, 
E © without the leaſt proof, ſuggeſt that this Epiſtle 
I « was Originally inſcribed to the church of Laodicea, 
and not of F'phefus ; but if there was really any 
I « ſatisfa tory evidence, that, notwithſtanding the 
great diſſimilarity of the names, the tranſcribers 
© «of all the exiiting copies had conſpired to make 
t « ſo extraordinary a change, ſtill the difficulty 
; « would not be removed; becaule, according to 
: « the Acts, St. Paul was the firſt preacher of the 
HZ « Goſpel at Laodicea allo, and every other part of 


«© Aſia Minor.“ | 

Now it by no means appears from the Acts of 
the Apoſtles, that Paul could be ſaid to have 
planted the Chriftian church at Epheſus, though 
he greatly promoted the Chriſtian cauſe in that 
city. Paul viſited Epheſus for the firſt time on his 


way from Corinth to Jeruſalem, whither he was 


„ making 
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making all the haſte that he could. He there. 
fore only preached in the Jewiſh ſynagogue, and 
immediately left the place. It is not ſaid either 
that he was the firſt Chriſtian who had preached 
there, or that he then made any converts, Acts xvii. 

18—21. 

Aſter this we find Apollos preaching at Epheſus, 
where he was farther inſtructed by Aquila and Pri- 
cilla, v. 24—28. When, after this, Paul came to 
reſide at Epheſus, he found ſome perſons, twelve 
men in all, who were only acquainted with the bap- 
tiſm of John; but it is not ſaid that theſe were the 
only diſciples in the place. If fo, the preaching of 
Apollos had produced no effect, the contrary of 
which is ſtrongly intimated. After this Paul con- 
tinued two years in this city. How then is it any 
Juſt objection to the genuineneſs of this epiſtle to 
| the Epheſians, which has the unanimous teſtimony 
of all antiquity, confirmed by many internal marks, 

that Paul ſhould mention his hearing of their faith? 
Beſides, conſidering how long Paul had been ab- 
ſent from Epheſus, his ſaying that he had heard of their 
faith was by no means unnatural, though he himſelf 
| had been the firſt to preach among them ; ſince in 
| the mean time they might have ſwerved from the 
| faith, or at leaſt their zeal might have abated. 
| Though the epiſtles of Ignatius and Polycarp are, 
I believe, greatly interpolated, and eſpecially the 
former, yet there is evidence that they did write 
ſuch epiſtles as thoſe that are aſcribed to them, and, 
therefore, 
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therefore, where there was no apparent reaſon for 
fallifying, I think they afford ſome arguments with 
reſpect to this ſubject, as well as others. Now Ig- 
natius appears to have read the Epiſtle to the Ephe- 
Go1s, and Polycarp that to the Philippians, both of 
ich are objected to by Mr. Evanſon. 

2, The ſame inſuperable objection,“ ſays Mr. 
Nyanſon, p. 263, © hes acainſt the Epiſtle to the Co- 
« loans, which is manifeſtly fabricated by the ſame 
* opificer who compoſed that to the Epheſians. In 
« chap. i. v. 4—9, the author makes St. Paul ſay, 
« that it was Epaphras, who firſt preached the goſpel 
e to the Coloſſians; and that it was from him he had 
* heard of their faith and love in Chriſt Jeſus. And 
c. ji. v. 1. he makes him expreſsly declare, that 
« neither they nor the Laodiceans had ſeen his face 
« ;x the fleſh. Vet Coloſſe and Laodicea were both 
« cities of Phrygia, where St. Luke aſſures us, St. 


« Paul, accompanied by himſelf, repeatedly preached 


« the goſpel to every city i order,” 

But from its being ſaid that Paul went over the 
cities of this diſtrict i order, it cannot be inferred 
that he miſſed none of them, or that he founded 


| Chriſtian churches in any of them. Such great 
cities as Epheſus, Antioch, and Alexandria, (which 


laſt place we do not know to have ever been viſited 
by any apoſtle) were, like Rome, places of ſuch 
general reſort, that it cannot be ſuppoſed that they 
could be long without Chriſtians; and the ſame 

Lk 4 ©: might 
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might have been the caſe of Coloſſe, and ocher * 
cities. 
3. Mr. Evanſon's objettions to the genuinenef 
of the Epiſtle to the Philippians, and alſo to that ta 
Titus, he owns are not fo ſtrong as thoſe againſt 
the preceding epiſtles, though, © in his eſtimation, 
they render them both highly apocryphal,” p. 263. 
His firſt objction is that the writer firſt mentions 
_ faints, or Chriſtians in general, and then the 27%. 
and deacons, which he ſays © is not to be found in 
« any epiſtolary addreſs of St. Paul, and which, if 
ce it be not an interpolation, ſavours ſtrongly of 1 
ee much later age than that of the apoſtle.” If, 
however, there were regular officers in Chriſtian 
churches, as we know there were, in the time of the 
apoſtles, how could it be unlikely that Paul ſhoull 
mention them ſeparately, after ſpeaking of the Chiif- 
tians in general? | 
4. Mr. Evanſon alſo thinks that there could not 
have been, as 1s intimated in this epiſtle, © any 
« Chriſtians in the court of Nero,” p. 264, * aft 
te in the higheſt degree improbable, and far from 
© being confirmed by Luke or any Roman hiſtori- 
«an; and that many diſciples of the Goſpel, who, 
ce to be many, muſt have been converted before St. 
e Paul's arrival at Rome, which St. Luke's hiſtor; 
makes quite incredible, emboldened by his ſuc- 
te ceſs, preached the goſpel there at the fame time 
if that he did, ſome of e good Chriſtians! only 
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« enyiouſly for contention and ſtrife's ſake, in hopes 
« to vex and teaſe him; all which ſe-ms irrecon- 


« cileable to the account given us inthe laſt 9 
« of the Acts.“ 


Since, however, ſome perſons of rank were con- 


verted in Judea, and in other places, where is the pecu- 
liar improbability of {ome ſuch converts being made 
at Rome? Eccleſiaſtical hiſtory makes this more than 
probable with re pect to times a little poſterior to 
theſe. But as this circumſtance would be favourable 
to the exiſtence of a Chriſtian church at Rome be- 
fore the arrival of Paul there, which would give 


ſome probability to the genuineneſy of the Epiſtle to 


the Romans, Mr. Evanſon cannot admit it. 


5. Mr. Evanſon thinks that Paul could not 


uſe ſuch language as, Beware of dogs, beware of the 
conciſion. He allo thinks that he could not have had 
any yoke-fellow, as is mentioned ch. iv. 33 or ſpeak 
of the Lord being at hand, v. 5; and that, no accuſa- 
tion being ſent to Rome by the Jews againſt Paul, 


he could not have been under aff;7:on there. But | 


ſurely it cannot be neceſſary to reply to ſuch trifling 
objections as theſe. 


6. His objections to the Epiſtle to Titus are ſtill 
more manifeſtly weak, © The very introductory ad- 
e dreſs,“ he fays, p. 267, © excites in my mind a 


te ſtrong ſuſpicion that it was not written by St. 
e Paul; for he calls himſelf, what he never does in 
e any other Epiſtle, a fervant of God; though to 
the Galatians, c. iv. v. 6 and 7, he ſays, „be- 
cc cauſe 
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e cauſe ye are ſons, God hath ſent forth the ſpirit of 
e his ſon into your hearts, crying Abba, Father, 
&* wherefore thou art no more @ ſervant but a ſon, 
cc &c.” He adds alſo, © an Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt” 
c (not by the will of God, as he uſually expreſſes it, 
&« but) according to the faith of God's eleft and the ac- 
« knowledging of the iruth;” all which, in St. Paul's 
ce mouth, is quite a new kind of language.” He i; 
next offended at a quotation from a Greek poet, 
and this poet being called a prophet, and at the writer 
including himſelf in ſaying that wwe ourſelves Were 
 lometimes foaliſh, &c. | 
7. Toth Epiſtle to Philemon, which contains a; 
many marks of genuineneſs as any of the epiſtles of 
Cicero, he objects to the mention of his fellow p:- 
ſoner, © though,” he ſays, p. 269, © we learn from 
* the Acts that he himſelf was the only Chriſtian pri- 
ce ſoner ſent thither by Feſtus, and that he was per- 
© mitted to dwell by himſclf, with a ſoldier that kept 
„ him.“ | 
I fear I have tired your patience by many vnne- 
ceſſary replies to objections to the other cpiſtles, 
and therefore I leave theſe, as I am confident very 4 
{ately may, without any anſwers at all. As to tte 1 
epiſtle to the Hebrews, the authenticity of which, Wi 
though not its antiquity, was objected to in very 
early times, I have little doubt of its having been 
written by Paul, though his name is not annexcd to 
it, and the ſtyle is different from that of his other 
epiſtles. I likewiſe paſs over Mr. Evanſon's ob. 


jections 
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jections to the Epiſtle of James, thoſe of Peter, and 
of John. 

] cannot conclude theſe remarks without obſery- 
ing, that had Mr. Evanſon read that truly maſterly 
piece of criticiſm, the Horæ Pauline of Mr. Paley, he 
would have ſaved himſelf the-trouble of writing his 
treatiſe, and me that of anſwering it. The epiſtles 
that he objects to contain more, and more various, 
internal marks of genuineneſs than perhaps any other 


ancient writings whatever. And the genuineneſs of 


Paul's epiſtles furniſhes as ſtrong a proof of the truth 
of Chriſtianity, as that of Cicero's does of the general 
facts in the Roman hiſtory of his times. The only 
thing that is wanting is a due attention to the cir- 


aypnſtances, 


1 am, &c, 
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LETTER XIt 


Of the arbitrary proceeding of Mr. Evanſon in making 
the goſpel of Luke his ſtandard, by which to examine 
the other Goſpels. 


DEAR SIR, 


Have replied, as far as I have thought neceſſary, 
toall the objections that Mr. Evanſon has made to the 
authenticity of the Goſpels of Matthew, Mark, and 
John, and to that of ſeveral of the epiſtles univer- 
fally deemed canonical, I am tempted to give you 
one letter more, to ſhew you how eaſy it is to make 
ſuch objections; and with how little reaſon Mr. 
Evanſon has fixed upon the Gaſpel of Luke as tis 
ſtandard, by which to try all the others. 
Had Mr, Evanſon been previouſly diſpoſed | to 
object to the Goſpel of Luke, as he was with re- 
ſpect to thoſe of Matthew, Mark, and John, he 
would, I doubt not, have found as little difficulty 
in the buſineſs; and his ingenuity would have ex- 
hibited the paſſages he objected to in a light equally 
ridiculous. This I ſhall not attempt to do for him. 
I ſhould feel an invincible reluctance to ic. But ! 
| ſhall juſt mention a few circumſtances of the kind, 
to thew that there 1s no real difference in the ſeveral 
evangeliſts 
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evangeliſts in this reſpect. They are equally en- 
titled to our higheſt reſpect, though, from their pe- 
culiar circumſtances, equally open to ſuperficial and 
unreaſonable cavils. 

The quantity of interpolation that Mr. Evanſon ſup- 
poſes in the Goſpel of Luke makes it a little better than 


Fa ſpurious work. He intimates a ſuſpicion, that be- 


ſides the two firſt chapters of introduction, the ſtory 


of the demon going into the ſwine *, the circum- 


ſtance 


* Mr. Evanſon thinks the ſtory of the demon's going into the 


E herd of ſwine an interpolation in the Goſpel of Luke, chiefly 
E becauſe, if it be admitted to be genuine, Jeſus will be found on 
| the ealt fide of the ſea of Galilee, p. 27, © without the ſlight- 
E «eſt infinuation of having croſſed the lake. If,” ſays he, 


p. 28,“ this very exceptionable miracle be an interpolation, 
« and not part of the original writing of St. Luke, the narra- 
« tive proceeds conſiſtently and regularly : but if it be taken as 
* authentic, there is ſuch a geographical confuſion and diſorder 
« in this part of the hiſtory, as occurs no where elle in this au- 
„ thor's works; and ſuch as can neither be allowed nor indeed 
« ſuppoſed in an hiſtorian, who writing upon a ſubject of the 
« oreateſt e ſets out wich profeſling 1 to write accu- 
« rately and in order. 

Now all this ſuppoſed confuſion ariſes from nothing more 
than the evangeliſt omitting to ſay in what manner Jeſus and 
tus diſciples came to that deſert place. Had he ſaid by /a, 
there would have been no room for the objection, and ſurely a 
mere omiſſion implies no contradiction. It is remarkable that 
all the other evangeliſts particularly mention the paſſage to this 
deſert place by ſea, ſo that if Mr. Evanſon, without conſidering 
their writings as authentic, had only read them as ancient books 


which might occaſionally ſupply a commentary on the Golpel | 


3 


188 The Authenticity of the 
ſtance of Jeſus promiſing the thief on the croſs to 
be with him in paradiſe that night, and the account 
of the transfiguration, that of the genealogy of Je. 
ſus, of the temptation, and of his baptiſm, are all in- 
terpolations, © It well deſerves our notice,” he 
fays, note, p. 55, that if we paſs from the ac. 
ce count of John's impriſonment by Herod, c. iii. 20, 
cc toc. iv. 14, and read, Then came Jeſus, inſtead of 
« and Feſus returned, the hiſtories both of John an 
ce Teſus proceed regularly and in order; and th: 
ec miniſtry of the Meſſiah, as is moſt probable, com. 
© menced upon the ceſſation of the Baptiſt's mini- 
ce try by his being hut up in priſon. But if the a., 
ce count of our Lord's being baptized by John i 
« genuine, Herod's impriſoning the latter is r. 
| © Jated very much out of its proper order, and 8. : 
Luke has given us no date for the commencemen 
« of our Lord's miniſtry, though he has been vile 


of Luke, he would have had his great difficulty removed. Ma: 
thew ſays, xiv. 13, When Jeſus heard of it, viz, the death Mi 
John the Baptiſt, he departed thence by fhip into a deſert place jr. . E 
wately, Mark ſays, vi. 32, And they departed into a defert plat = 
by ſhip privately, John vi. 1, After theſe things Feſus went own 
the ſea of Galilee, which is the ſea of Tiberias. But Luke ay 
the ſame in effect. For he ſays, ix. 10, And he took them aul 
avent aſide privately into a deſert place belonging to the city of Bell. 
ſaida; which being on the eaſt ſide of the lake, clearly implic 
that they croſſed the ſea, How natural is it to remark thi 
this variety in expreſſing the ſame thing proves that all thel: 
writers wrote from their own knowledge, without any commu- 
nication with each other; and that John, though he might hart 
| ſeen the other Goſpels, did not copy them? 
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» & particularly exact in fixing the date of the com- 
es mencement of John's preaching. Beſides John 
pas ſent only to prepare the people for the recep- 
c tion of the Meſſiah and his new covenant, by 
e : « preaching to them he baptiſin of repentance for the 
WT « remiſſion of ſins; and (to ſay nothing of the bodily 


| * perſtition of the ſecond century) with what pro- 
| 3 « priety could he, who knew no fin, receive ſuch a 
© « baptiſm? or the deſtined Meſſiah attend the 
| e preaching of his own precurſor to be prepared by 
c him for the coming of himſelf? And what pro- 
g bability is there, that our Lord would have ſtudi- 


H : « ing his whole miniſtry, and forbidden his diſct- 


| « ples before his death to announce him as ſuch to 


c the Jews, if God himſelf had miraculouſly declar- 
1 


Zell. 


* audience of ſo great a multitude 2 Or how could 
a 
John, after ſuch an atteſtation, have ever enter- 


«ji; © tained a doubt whether Jeſus was the expected 


u © Meſſiah ??”” Rather than ſuppoſe ſo many inter- 
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_ much interpolation makes it a work as little to be 
I depended upon, and as unſafe to quote. 


polations, which other perſons are at liberty to ex- 
I tend to other articles, as much as Mr. Evanſon was 
H to extend it to theſe, it would have been more in his 
manner to have treated this Goſpel as he has done 


F 
1 


5 


ularh Had 


ſpape like a deve, which ſavours ſtrongly of the ſu- 


B cc ouſly avoided calling himſelf the Son of God dur- 


Led him to be ſo by a voice from heaven, in the 


the other three, and have conſidered them all as 
: | equally fabrications of the ſecond century. For fo 
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Had Mr. Evanſon taken it for granted that Luke 
wrote the two firſt chapters of. his Goſpel, as, with 
much leſs reaſon, he has done, that the writer of 
Matthew's Goſpel did the two firſt of his, he would 
have found many more improbabilities in them, 
eſpecially thoſe that I have noted in what I have 
written on the ſubject of the miraculous conception. 
He would, with his ſarcaſtic turn, have treated with 
- unbounded contem pt the whole ſtory of the conception 
and birth of John the Baptiſt, the ſpeech of the ang] 
Gabriel, the exclamation of Elizabeth on the viſit of 
Mary, the prophecy of Zacharias, as well as thoſc of 
Simeon and Anna, the ſtory of the ſhepherds, and 
the account of the taxing by Cyrenius, which i; 
clearly inconſiſtent with the hiſtory of Joſephus, &. 
&c. &c. 

If Mr. Evanſon had pitched upon the Goſpel of 
Matthew as his ſtandard, he would have condemned 
the genealogy of Jeſus in Luke, as inconſiſtent with 
that of the other evangeliſt. He might have aid 
that the hiſtory of the call of Levi, Luke v. 27, 
muſt have ariſen from ſome miſtake, as the writer 
has not informed his reader, either there, or in his 
_ enumeration of the twelve apoſtles afterwards, that 
he was the ſame perſon with Matthew, The ſtory 
of Jairus he would have faid is evidently miſplaced, 
and the whole order of events dilarranged. But what 
is of much more conſequence, and betrays the want 
of information in a writer who pretends to the great- 
eſt circumſpection, is his account of the reſur- 
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| reion of Jeſus, which 1s eſſentially different not only 
from that of the other evangeliſts, but from that of 
Paul, in his epiſtle to the Corinthians. For accord- 
ins to this Goſpel Jeſus ſaw none but the eleven 
© apoſtles, and the two diſciples who went to Emmaus, 


1 and after ſhewing himſelf to them, immediately led 
3 them to the place of his aſcenſion, without a poſſi- 
| bility of his being ſeen by the Ave hundred brethren 
that Paul mentions, to ſay nothing of the ſeparate 
L appearances to Cephas and James. | : 
3 Mr. Evanſon objects to the Goſpel of Matthew for 
3 repreſenting Jeſus as ſentencing the wicked to ever- 
: laſting puniſhment, But according to that of Luke 


John the Baptiſt dooms the unbelieving Jews to n. 
4 quenchable fire, ch. iii. ver. 17; and in the parable of 
the rich man and Lazarus, Mr. Evanſon would have 
1 found too much countenance for the unſcriptural 
doctrine of an intermediate ſtate. 


With the ſame turn of mind with which 1 


Evanſon cenſures many things in the Goſpel of Mat- 
| thew, he would have ſmiled at Luke's account of the 
| deſcent of the Holy Spirit in the ſhape of a dove, 
| whereas, according to the other evangeliſts, the de- 


; ſcent only reſembled that of a dove. The hiſtory of 
| the temptation might have been made more impro- 


| bable than that of the transfiguration, and the account 
| of the cure of the demoniac who addreſſed Jeſus as 


| the Son of God (Luke iv. 34,) he would have ſaid, was 


not leſs improbable than that of the man who was 


| poſſeſſed boy a legion of demons. 


. : With 
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With reſpe& to our Saviour, there are mary 
things aſcribed to him in Luke, which Mr. Evan. 
ſon might have thought as unlikely to come 
from him as any that, on the ſame account, he ob. 
jects to in the Goſpel of Matthew. He thinks i 
impoſſible that Jeſus ſhould have given to the apoſtle, 
the power of forgiving ſins; but it is what, according 
to Luke, is aſſumed by Jeſus himſelf, ch. v. ver. 20 
He doth not think that Paul would have uſed fur; 
abuſive language as is aſcribed to him in the epiſ!]: 
to the Philippians, beware of dogs, &c. But accor.- 
ing to Luke Jeſus calls Herod a fox, ch. xi), 
ver. 32; he inſiſts upon his followers hating their fi 
thers and mothers, &c. &c. xlv. 2; he commends th: 
unjuſt ſteward, xvi. 8; he compares God to an un- 
juſt judge, who was teaſed into an act of juſtice 
ch. 18; he condemns a well diſpoſed young man, who 
had kept all the commands of God, becauſe he woul! 
not ſell all that he had and follow him, xvili. 22; anc 
he ſays there was more joy in heaven over one finn, 
that repented, than over ninety and nine juſt perfons thil 
_ needed no repentance, xv. 7. 

I need not tell you, who have read Mr, Evanſor, 
and juſtly admire his ingenuity, what turn he wolle 
have given to theſe things, and others of the ſame 
nature, in order to diſcredit the Goſpel which con- 
tains them. And if I were to look into thoſe epiltle: 
which he allows to be genuine, it would be no Ie! 
eaſy to point out things as objectionable in en, as il 
the reſt, But, in fact, I ſhould only be repeating the 
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le remarks, and low jeſts, of unbelievers, which it 
would be eaſy to collect, and more eaſy to anſwer. 
In ſo different a light did the learned Michaelis 


LL bow Mr. Evanſon ſee the ſame things, that the for- 


| mer, ſpeaking of the Goſpel of Luke, ſays ( Introduc- 
| tion to the New Teſtament, p. 54) © Perhaps I am not 


} « miſtaken when I aſſert that as many doubts, irom 
C « apparent contradictions with antient writers, may 
a © be raiſed againſt St. Luke alone, as againſt all the 
F « other apoſtles and evangeliſts put together.” But 
3 how light he made of theſe objections, may be ſeen 
by his comparing them to the objections that might 
3 be made to the authenticity of the Commentaries of 
| : Julius Ceſar, which, that you may compare them 
I with thoſe of Mr. Evanſon againſt that of the Gol- 
3 pels of Matthew, Mark, and John, I ſhall quote at 
: full length, from his Introduction to the New T. Wann, 
1 vol. i. p. 2 2 


« It is generally thought ſufficient to ſhew the 


E © writings of a claſſic author to be genuine, if ſome 
one among the ancients has merely ſpoken of the 
work, as Cicero, Hirtius, and Suetonius have done 


of Cæſar's deſcriptions of his own campaigns, 
| © without quoting paſſages from the book itſelf.” But 
: *1t may be objected, It is poſſible, indeed, that 
| © Czfar may have written ſuch a treatiſe, but how 
* can we be certain, that the Commentaries which we 


c aſcribe to him as their author, were the ſame which 


| © Cicero, Hirtius, and Suetonius read? Is it credible 
| © that Cæſar was the author of an hiſtory in which ſo 


M 2 « frequent 


164 he Authenticity of the 


te frequent remarks are interſperſed to the diſparage. 


te ment of the Germans, remarks which excite even 


ea ſuſpicion of their timidity, when it is ſaid in the 
ce yery beginning of the work, that the Gauls them. 
ce ſelves acknowledged the Germans to be their ſupe. 
« riors in bravery ? Can ſuſpicions like theſe proceel 
« from a general who was in a great meaſure indebte/ 
ce to his German auxiliaries for the victory of Pharſ 
ce lia, a circumſtance again omitted to be mentioned i; 
ce the Bellum Civile? Are theſe the Commentaries p 
© commended by Cicero, and Hirtius, and to which 
ce the latter applied the obſervation: prærepta, in 
ce præbita facultas ſcriptoribus videtur? Could thc{ 
« Commentaries have exiſted in the days of Flora, 
« who likewiſe deſcribes the battle of Pharſalia, and 
ce eſtimates the number in both armies at 300, ooo, 
ce beſides auxiliaries, when the number given in th: 
© Commentaries is ſo conſiderably inferior? Could 
te Florus have been better acquainted with the flat 


* of the army than Cæſar, and would he have nes: 


ce lected to derive his intelligence from the beſt polli- 
ce ble accounts, had ſuch accounts at that time cr 
ce iſted? = 

© Objections like theſe to the authenticity of Cat 
ce would be anſwered by every critic in claſſical lice- 


ce rature, not with a ſerious reply, but with a finile cf 


ce contempt, Yet, weak and trivial as theſe argu- 
« ments may appear, they are ſtronger than ſuck 25 
ee can with juſtice be applied to the writings of ihe 


« New Teſtament, which are not only mentioned by 
| ce the 
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Goſpel of Matthew, &c. vindicated. 165 
« the earlieſt Fathers, as being written by thoſe 


„ Eyangeliſts and Apoſtles, to whom we aſcribe 


« them, but quoted and explained at ſuch conſider- 
« able length, as leaves no poſſibility of a doubt that 
« the writings to which they allude, are the very 
« ſame with thoſe, which have been tranſmitted to 


"US under that title.“ 


I think I cannot conclude theſe "7 better than 
with this valuable extract, and therefore, ſubmitting 


all that I have advanced to your attentive con- 
ſideration, 


I remain, Dear Sir, 
Yours, ſincerely, 


J. PRIESTLEY. 
Clapton, Aug. 1793. 


APPENDIX. 


1. Remarks on ſome Paſſages in Mr. Evanſon's Letter 


to the Biſhop of Worceſter, 


Stex the preceding ſheets were printed, I have 
once more peruſed Mr. Evanſon's Leiter to the Bi. 
ſhop ff Worceſter, of which, from having read it at 
its firſt publication only, I had but an imperfect re- 


collection. I only remembered that I was then 


much pleaſed with the general object of the work, 
though offended at the manner in which the author 
treated ſome of the books of the New Teſtament, 


and that I was diſſatisfied with his idea of the nature 


of hiſtorical evidence, which led him to lay ſuch an 
undue ftreſs on that of prophecy. 
Speaking of miracles, he ſays, p. 9, © The full 


ce force of this kind of preternatural evidence ope- 


ce rates only on the eye-witneſſes of the miraculous 
« facts. To ſucceeding generations its weight is 
“ continually decreaſing, in proportion to the length 
*« of time elapſed from the wonder working period.” 
This, however, 1s by no means agreeable to rea- 

| ſon, or experience. Our belief of facts of which we 
ourſelves were not witneſſes, depends upbn our con- 
viction that other perſons, on whoſe judgment and 
integrity we could depend, were witneſſes of them; 
4 and 
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and this perſuaſion once eſtabliſned no more admits 
of any change than a perſuaſion of any other kind. 
It is now more than two thouſand years ſince the 
invaſion of Greece by Xerxes; but can it be ſaid 
that the evidence of this fact is ſenſibly leſſened! ? 


No perſon will pretend to ſay that it is. 


The ſame is the caſe with reſpect to the deliver- 
ance of the Iſraelites from Egypt, with their paſſage 
through the Red Sea, and the river Jordan; for the 
miraculous nature of the facts makes no difference 
in the caſe, if the original evidence be proportionably 
ſtrong, ſo that if the facts were credible in the firſt 
inſtance, they will always remain fo; and our lateſt 
poſterity will have the fame reaſon to be ſatisfied 
with reſpect to them that we now have. If even 
all the hiſtories, of which we are now in poſſeſſion 
mould be deſtroyed, there will always be ſufficient 
evidence that we, their anceſtors, were in poſſeſſion 
of them, and that will ſatisfy them. 

That, in the view of divine Providence, miracles 
are ſufficient to convince not only thoſe who are 
themſelves witneſſes of them, but all ſucceeding ge- 
nerations, is evident from what the Divine Being ſaid 
to Moſes previous to the grand exhibition from 
Mount Sinai, Exod. xix. 9. And the Lord ſaid unto 
Moſes, Lo I come unto thee in @ thick cloud, that ther 
people may hear when I ſpeak unto thee, and believe thee 


N for ever, And this actually proved to be abun- 


dantly ſufficient to convince, not that generation only, 
but every ſucceeding generation of Jews to this day; 


168 APPENDIX, 


nor is there the leaſt proſpect of their faith failing in 
any length of time. 

That one part of the FE of Fe n as we read 
Rev. xix. 10, is he ſpirit of prophecy, is what no 
Chriſtian will deny; but it is by no means exclu- 

ſively fo. And it is remarkable that when Jeſus 
himſelf appeals to three modes of proving his divine 
miſſion, in the fifth chapter of John, he ſays no- 

thing of prophecy. What he appeals to are the voice 
from heaven at his baptiſm, the teſtimony of John, 
and the miracles that his Father enabled him to do. 
Though among zh the prophecies he was enabled 
to deliver, were, no doubt, included, there is no ſc- 
parate mention of them, as Mr. Evanſon, from the 
ſtreſs that he lays upon this circumſtance, would, 
imagine, have expected. 

In order to expoſe the Goſpel of Matthew, IM., 
Evanſon ſays, p. 92, that according to it, the vo- 

men who went to ſee the ſepulchre of Jeſus, were 
there at the ſame time with the ſoldiers, and conſc- 
quently muſt have been preſent during the earth- 
quake, and at the reſurrection; becauſe in ſpeakins 
to them, and ſaying, Fear ye not, the writer uſes the 
perſonal pronoun, vers, ye, and not merely the ſecond 
perſon plural of the verb. This, he ſays, muſt have 
been by way of contraſt to the fear of the ſoldiers, whom 
they muſt therefore have ſeen terrified and flying. But 
there are ſeveral inſtances in which the pronoun vc: 
Fe, is uſed without any particular emphaſis, or contraſt: 
as when our Saviour ſays, Matt. v. 48, Be ye perfet 
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I wen as your Father who is in heaven is perfect. 
Matt. xiii. 18, Hear ye therefore the parable of the 
Z ſower. Where is the contraſt here? However, as 
dhe women might perceive that the guards were 
E fled (ſeeing perhaps ſome marks of their flight) and 
R might ſuppoſe it was from ſome cauſe of fear, the 
B angel might allude to that, in bidding them not to 
ſear. It is ſufficiently evident that, according to this 
evangeliſt, the women did not ſee Jeſus in the act 
of riſing, and therefore could not have been preſent 
at the earthquake, or the flight of the ſoldiers. For 
the angel ſays to them, v. 28, I know that ye ſeek 
| Jus who was crucified. He is not here, for he is 
© riſen, Come and ſee the place where the Lord lay: 
ſo that the reſurrection was evidently over before 

| they came, 


In this Letter Mr. Evanſon's preference of the 


| Goſpel of Luke may be eaſily perceived, and alſo 
bis rejection of that of Matthew; but he ſeems at 
| that time to have retained his reſpect for that of 
John, as of equal authority with other canonical 

| books of the New Teſtament. For, ſpeaking of 
| what is there ſaid of the converſation of our Lord 

| with Nicodemus, he ſays, p. go, © I have fre- 

| © quently conſidered this paſſage with that atten- 
| © tion wherewith it is the duty of every public 
" teacher, and indeed of every Chriſtian, to con- 
| © ſider thoſe parts of ſcripture eſpecially upon 


| © which any effential doctrines of our religion are 
| © founded,” 


N 2. Of 
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1 
3 


2. Of the Date of Luke's Goſpel, 


Some have thought that Paul refers to:; 
written Goſpel in his epiſtles to the Corinthians 
and to Timothy, that this Goſpel was that of Luke, 
and that if Matthew or Mark had ſeen this Goſpe 
they would not have written any. Conſequent 
the works that bear their names are e com. 
| poſitions. 
The paſſages in which Paul is ſuppoſed to allude 
to a written goſpel are the following. 1 Cor. ix. , 
It is written in the law of Moſes, Thou ſhalt ut 
' muzzle the mouth of the ox that treadeth out It 
corn. V. 14. Even ſo hath the Lord ordained tl 
they who preach the goſpel ſhould live of the Gohl. 
Tim. v. 18. For the ſcripture ſaith, Thou ſhalt i! 
muzzle the ox that treadeth out the corn; and tl! 
labourer is worthy of his reward. Now I think it 
is evident that the writer quotes the paſſage from 
Moſes only as ſomething written, and ſcripture, and 
not the ſaying of our Lord correſponding to it. 

If the Goſpel of Luke had preceded any other 
goſpel ſo long as this hypotheſis requires, viz. eight 
or nine years, it would have acquired fo much re- 
putation, that ſome preference would have been 
given to it in Chriſtian tradition ; no ſimilar work, 
not well known to be written by an apoſtle, or ſome 
perſon equally qualified, could ever have been ranked 
with it; and it could never have been ſuppoſed by an) 
of the ancients that the ue of Matthew ws 


5 5 | | prior 
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prior to it. Nor is it poſſible to account for the 
univerſal opinion that the Goſpel of Matthew was 
written by the apoſtle, and that of Mark by the 
companion of Peter, on the ſuppoſition of their 
being ſpurious compoſitions, of no real authority. 


Tue difficulty of impoſing upon the whole Chriſtian 
| ; world ſuch books as theſe, intereſted as every in- 
Advidual Chriſtian was in the queſtion, and this ei- 
ther while the ſuppoſed authors were living, or ſoon 
© after their death, can never have been attended to 


by thoſe who entertain ſuch an opinion; and to 
effect ſuch an impoſition ſo completely, in thoſe pe- 
culiar circumſtances, as to leave no trace of the 


truth, far exceeds the powers of man; beſides that 
it is not poſſible to imagine any motive for ſuch an 
4 impoſture. I think it very probable that Luke wrote 
both his treatiſes during the two laſt years of Paul's 
E impriſonment at Rome, and that this ſuppoſition 
I will remove every e 


3. of the identity of Luke and Silas. 


A learned ind ingenious friend of mine thinks 


| that Luke and Silas were the ſame perſon, becauſe 
it appears from Acts xvi. 19, 25, 29, that Paul and 
| Silas only were impriſoned at Philippi; ſo that, if 
| Timothy accompanied them to that city, he was not 
| with them when the Pythoneſs followed them; and 
| if fo, when it is faid, v. 17, the ſame followed Paul 


and us, Silas muſt be intended, and conſequently 
| | he 
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he muſt be the author of the book. It is very re. 
markable, he adds, that Mill mentions four MSS, 
as having in this place Silas inſtead of vs. 

But though Paul might have twenty perſons in 
his company when he was apprehended, it would not 
follow that they were all taken into cuſtody. The 
magiſtrates might very well content themſelves with 
taking the moſt zealous preachers. When Peter 
and John were impriſoned at Jeruſalem, and when 
James was put to death there, the reſt of the apoſ. 
tles, though we cannot ſuppoſe that they had been 
idle, or were unknown, were not moleſted ; and 
though Paul had companions when he went into the 
temple at his laſt viſit to Jeruſalem, they were not 
feized along with him. 

Timothy appears to have been in Paul's com- 
pany at Berza, on the ſame progreſs, chap. xvii. 4; 
fo that there 1s no reaſon to ſuppoſe that he left him 
either at Philippi or Theſſalonica; and if Timothy 
was with him, Luke might be there too. As Pall 
and Silas occur in ſeveral places, and Paul and us in 
others, it is not at all extraordinary that, in copying 
the book, the one ſhould ſometimes, by miſtake, be 
written for the other. 


THE END. 


——ů—— —  W__ 


ERRATA ET CORRIGENDA. 


N. B. (6) Signifies frem the bottem of the page. 
P. 8. 1. 2. for thouſand, read thowſands. 
30. I. 5. (6) read, # pay to be alluded te. 
131. J. 7. for of, rea 
137. |. 15, 16. read the preparation for that ſabbath, 
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. . THE Hiſtory and 8 State of Electricity, with original 
r Experiments, illuſtrated 1 8 Copper-Plates, 4th Edition, 
en beck and enlarged, 4to. 11. 
| N. B. A. New Edition of this is in the Preſs, and will ſoon be pub. 
'. 574, tozether with a Continuation of it, and original Experiments 
1 Mr. Nicholion, 1 2 v. 4to. in Boards, 21, 23.— The Conti- 
Enuation will be fold alone, :1. 15. in boards. 


bon, vo. 28. 6d. ſewed. 

z. The Hiſtory and Prbſent State of Diſcoveries relating to 
& ſn, Light, and Col-urs, 2 vols. 4to. illuſtrated with a great 
er of Copper-Plates, 11. 118. 6d. in boards, 11. 18s. bound. 

E 4. Experiments and Ober 1 „n, ON diſterent Kinds of Air and 
| ©: her Branches of Natural Phe phy, connected with the Subject, 

Ez vols. 11. 1s. in boards, being the former Six V olumes abridged 
nd methodiſed, with many Additions. 

3 „ Philoſophical Empiriciſm: containing Remarks on a Charge 
| of Plagiariſm reſpecting Dr. Hs, interſperſed with Obſervations 
eluing to different Kinds of Air, 1s. Gd. 

6. A Familiar Introduction to the Theory and Practice of Perſpec- 
e, with Copper - Plates, 24 Edition, 5s. boards, 68. bound. 

J. A New Chart of Hiſtory, containing a View of the principal 
Revolutions of Empire that have taken Place in the World ; with 
. Book deſcribing it, containing an Epitome of univerſal Flory 
ach Edition, 105. 6d. 


of! it, and a Catalogue of all the Names inſerted in it, 6th Edition, 
Very much improved, 10s. 6d. 


i Study, Cc, are 145. each. 

9. The Rudiments of Engliſh Grammar, adapted to the uſe of 
Schools, a new Edition, 1s. 6d, bound. 

lo. The ſame Grammar, with Notes and Obſervations, for the 


| 4th Edition, 
| 11. Lectures on Hiſtory and General Policy; to which is prefixed, 


Life, 4to. 11. 1s. in boards, or in 2 vols. Svo 125. in boards: 
12, Obſervations relating to Education: more eſpecially as it re- 


2. A Familiar Int, oduction to the Study of Ele@ricity, 5th Edi- 


8. A Chart of Biography, with a Book containing an Explanation 


N. B. Theſe Charts mounted on Canvas and Rollers, to be hung up 


[Uſe of thoſe who have made ſome Proficiency in the language, 


an Eſſay on a Courſe of Liberal Education, for Civil and Active 
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Books written by Dr. Prieſtley. 


ſpects the Mind; to which is added, an Eſſay on a Courſe of Liben 
Education for Civil and Active Life, zd Edition, 3s. 6d. in boar, 

13. A Courſe of Lectures on Oratory and Critici/m, 4to. 10s, 1 
in boards, 145. bound. 

14. An Eſſay on the firſt Principles of Government, and on 
Nature of Political, Civil, and Religious Liberty, 2d Edition, my; 
enlarged, 4s. in boards, 5s. bound. In this Edition are introduc! 
Remarks on Church Authority, in anſwer to Dr. Balguy, fern 
publiſhed ſeparately, 1 
15. Letters to the Right Hon. Mr. Burke on his Reflections 
the Revolution in France, 8 vo. 3d Edition, 25, 6d, ſewed. 

16. A Letter to the Right Hon. William Pitt, Firſt Lord of ty 
Treaſury, and Chancellor of the Exchequer; on the Subject 
Toleraticn and Church Eſtabliſhments; occaſioned by his Spes 
againſt the Repeal of the 7% and Corporation As, on Wedneſiy 
dhe 21ſt of March, 1787, 2d Edition, is. 7 

17. A Sermon preached before the Congregation of the Ol 
New Meetings, at Birmingham, November 5, 789, recommend 
the Conduct to be obſerved by Diſſenters in order to procure t: 
Repeal of the Corporation and Teſt Acts, 6d. 
| 18. Familiar Letters, addreſſed to the, Inhabitants of the Town 
Birmingham, in Refutation of ſeveral Char ges advanced againſt: 

Diſſenters, and Unitarians, by the Rev. Mr. Madan. — Alſo Let 
to the Rev, Edward Burn, in Anſwer to his on the Infallibilit d 
the Apoſtolic Teſtimony concerning the Perſon of Chriit, 0 
Conſiderations on the differences of Opinion among Chriſtians, i 

Anſwer to the Rev. Mr. Venn, 2d Edition, 8s. ſewed, 

19. An Examination of Dr. Reid's Inquiry into the Hum 
Mind, on the Principles of Common Senſe, Dr. Bea“ tic“ Elly 
on the Nature and Immutability of Truth, and Dr. Ojxa/d's Ap. 

peu! * Common Senſe, in Behalf of Religion, 2d Edition, 55. n 

dards, | | | TT 
20. Hartley's Theory of the Human Mind, on the Principle cf 
the Aſſociation of Ideas, with Eſſays relating to the Subject of it, 
8vo, 6s. in boards. | 8 | 

21. Difquifitions relating to Matter and Spirit. To which 1 
added, the Hiſtory of the Philoſophical Doctrine concerning the 
Origin of the Soul, and the Nature of Matter; with its influence 
pn Chriſtianity, eſpecially with reſpect to the Doctrine of the Pre- 
exiſtence of Chriſt, Alſo the Doctrine of Philoſophical Neceſſiy 
illuſtrated, 2d Edition, enlarged and improved: with Remarks on 
thoſe who have controverted the Principles of them, 2 vols. bs, 

in boards. | | CT. | 

22, A Free Diſcuſſion of the Doctrines of Materialiſin and Phu 
fophical Neceſſity, in a Correſpondence between Dr. Price and Dr. 
 Prieſitey; to which are added, by Dr. Prieſtley, an Introduction, ex- 
plaining the Nature of the Controverſy, and Letters to ſeveral Wri- 
ters who have animadverted on his Diſquiſitions relating to Matter 
and Spirit, or his Treatiſe on Neceſſity, 8vo. 6s. in boards. 
23. A Defence of the Doctrine of Neceſicy, in two Letters te 
the Rev. Mr. John Palmer, 2s, | 
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4 25 A Letter to Jacob Bryant, Eſq. in Defence of Philoſophical 
Neceſſity, 15» | | 
| 3 25. 4 Philoſophical Enquiry concerning Human Liberty, by W. 
Collins, Eſq. with a Preface by Dr. Prieſtley, 28. 6d. | 
The three preceding Articles may be properly bound up with the ſe- 
E cond Volume of Diſquiſitions on Matter and Spirit. | 
256. Letters to a Philoſophical Unbeliever, containing an Exami- 
nation of the principal Objections to the Doctrines of Natural Reli- 
gion, and eſpecially thoſe contained in the Writings of Mr. Hume. 
E Alſo a State of the Evidence of Revealed Religion, with Animadver- 
E fions on the two laſt Chapters of the firſt Volume of Mr. Gibbons 
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Her of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire; and an Anſwer 
«& (WE to the Letters of Mr. William Hammen, 2 vols. 8vo. 7s. ſewed, or 
dert: bound in one Volume, 88. „ . 
en 257. Letters to the Philo/ephers and Politicians of France, on the 


3 Subje of Religion, 1s. | 
428. A Harmony of the Evangelif/s in Greek. To which are 


in WE prefixed, Critical Difertations in Engliſh, 4to. 148. in boards, 
ee 17s. bound. | 

E 29. A Harmony of the Evangeliſis in Engliſh, with Notes, and an 
ni WWE occational Paraphraſe for the Uſe of the Unlearned. To which are 
ft: WE prefixed, Critical Diſſertations, and a Letter to the Biſhop of Oſ- 
eiten ſory, 4to. 125. in boards, 15s. bound. 
N. B. Thoſe <vho are faſſeſſed of the Greek Harmony, may have 
bis in Engliſh, without the Critical Diſſertations, 8s. in boards. 


% n The Greek and Engliſh Harmony with the Critical Diſſerta- 

tions, complete, 11. 18. in boards, or il. 4s, bound. 

| 30. Inſlitutes of Natural and Reæ ealed Religion, in 2 vols. 8vo. 

dd Edition, 10s. 6d. in boards, 12s. bound. i 

he third Part of this Work, containing the Doctrines of Revela- 

| tion, may be had alone, 24. Gd. ſeed, 55 

| 31. An Hiſtory of the Corruption of Chriſitanity, with a general 

| Concluſion, in two Parts. Part I. containing Conſiderations ad- 

| drefled to Unbelievers, and eſpecially to Mr. Gibbon, Part II. 

containing Conſiderations addreſſed to the Advocates for the pre- 

| ſent Eſtabliſhment, and eſpecially to Biſhop Hurd, 2 vols. 8vo. 
| 128, in boards, or 14s. bound. Or, bound uniformly with the three 

following Defences of it, in 3 volt. 11. 48. 

33. 4 Reply to the Animadwerſions on the Hi/ory of the Corrup- 
tions of Chᷣriſlianity, in the Monthly Review n 1783; with 
Obſervations relating to the Doctrine of the Primitive Church, 

| Concerning the Perſon of Chri/!, 8vo. 1s. 

33. Remarks on the Monthly Review of the Letters to Dr. Horſſey; 
in which the Rev. Mr. Samuel Bodcoct, the writer of that Review, 
is called upon to defend what he has advanced in it, 6d. 
34. Letters to Dr. Horſley, Archdeacon of St. Alban's, in three 
arts, containing farther Evidence that the Primitive Chriſtian 
Church was Unitarian, 75. 6d. ſewed. | 
N. B. Theſe laft three Articles together in beards, 98. or 108. bound, 
35. An Hiftory of Early Opinions concerning Jeſus Chrif!, compil- 
ed from Original Writers; proving that the Chriſtian Church 
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"_ 1 firſt Unitarian, 4 vols. 8 vo. 11. 4s. in boards, or II. g, 
und. 

36. A General Hiftory of the Chriſian Church, to the Fall of ie 
Weſtern Empire, in 2 vols. 8vo. 145, in boards, 16s. bound. 

37. Defences of Unitariani/m for the Year 1786 containing Le. 
ters to Dr. Horne, Dean of Canterbury; to the Young Mes, 
who are in a Courſe of Education for the Chriftian Miniſtry, 2 
the Univerſities of Oxford and Cambridge; to Dr. Price; andy 
Mr. Parkhurſt; on the Subject of the Perſon of Chriſt, 2d di. 


35. | | 
38. Defences of Unitarianiſin for the Year 1787; containing I. 
ters to the Rev. Dr. Geddes, to the Rev. Dr. Price, Part II. ud 
to the Candidates for Orders in the Two Univerſities, Part l 
Relating to Mr. Howe's Appendix to his fourth Volume of Oh. 
vations on Books, a Letter by an Under-Graduate of Oxford, D. 
Croft's Bampton Lectures, and ſeveral other Publications, 28. 6d. 
39. Defences of Unitarianiſm for the Years 1788 and 1789; co: 
taining Letters to the Biſhop of St. David's, to the Rev. Mr. Her. 
nard, the Rev. Dr. Knowles, and the Rev. Mr. Hawkins, 35, 6, 

N. Þ The three preceding articles together in boards 98. or bi 
10s. Gd. . 

40. A View of the Principles and Conduct of the Proteſtant Diſcu. 
ers, with Reſpect to the Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution di 
England, 2d Edit. 18. 6d. 7 „ 

41. A Free Aidreſs to Proteſtant Difſenters, on the ſubject of ti: 
Lord's Supper, zd Edit. with Additions, 28. | 

42. An Aadreſi to Preteſiant Difſeniers, on the ſubject of givins 
the Lord's Supper to Children, 1s. | 

43. A Free Addr:fs to Proteſiant Diſſenters, on the Subject of Chu) 
Diſcipline; with a preliminary Diſcourſe concerning the Spirit 0! 
Chriſtianity, and the Corruptions of it by falſe Notions of Rel. 
gion, 25, Cd ſewed. | 

44. Letters to the Authors of Remarks on ſeveral late Publicatioi 
relative to the Diſſenters, in a Letter to Dr. Prit/iley, is. 

45. A Letter to a Lai man, on the Subject of Mr. Lindſey's Pro 

ſal ſor a reformed Engl:/h Church, on the Plan of the late Lt, 
| Clarke, 6d, | 
46. Three Letters to Dr. Newcome, Biſhop of Waterford, on tic 
Duration of our Saviour's Miniſtry, 3s. 6d. ſcwed. | 

47. Letters to the Jews; inviting them to an amicable Diſcuſic 
of the Evidence of Chriſtianity, in two parts, 28. | 
48. Letters to the Meinbers of the New Jeruſalem Church, found. 
ed by Baron Swedenbourg, 1s. 6d. 

49. Letters to a Young Man, occaſioned by Mr, Wakefield's Ef 
ſay on Public Worſhip, 1s. Ed. | | 

50. Letters to a Young Man, Part II. in reply to Mr. Evanſo! 
on the Diſſonance of the Goſpels. | | 

cl. An Hiſtory of the Sufferings of Lewis de Marolles, and Mr. 
Tſaac le Fewre, upon the revocation of the Edict of Nantz, wits * 
Preface by Dr. Prieſtley, 8vo. 3s. ſewed. 
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Books toritten by Dr. Prieſtley; 


$2. Forms of Prayer, and other Offices, for the Uſe of Unitarian 
Societies, 8vo. 38. ſewed. 
; Diſeourſes on Various Subjedts, viz, On reſigning the Paſtoral 
5 oe at Leeds—on undertaking the Paſtoral Office at Birming- 
bam The proper Conſtitution of a Chriſtian Church, with a Pre- 
face on the preſent State of thoſe who are called rational Diſſent- 


4 
Le. ers The Importance and Extent of Free Enquiry—The Doctrine f 
le, of Divine Influence on the Human Mind Habitual Devotion — | 
» WF The Duty of not living to ourſelves—The Danger of bad Habits— 
du E The Duty of not being aſhamed of the Goſpel—Glorying in the 
di. Croſs of Chriſt— Taking the Croſs and following Chriſt The 

W Evidence of Chriſtianity from the Perſecution of Chriſtians, 8vo. ; 
lc. C. in boards. 2 
* 54. A Sermon on the Slave 7 * preached at Birmingham, | 
1788, 15. | 
der. 3 Reflections on Death, A Sermon on the Death of the Rev. | 
0 Robert Robinſon of Cambridge, 1s. 
56. A Vieao of Revealed Religion. A Sermon on the Adi on 
* of the Rev. W. Field, of Warwick, with a Charge by the Rev. 
Tho. Belſham, 1s. 6d. 
* 57. The proper Objects of Education! in the preſent State of the 


World, repreſented in a Diſcourſe delivered April 27, 1791, to 
tze ſupporters of the New College at Hackney, with a Prayer, by 
the Rev, Mr. Belſham, 1s. 

38. A Diſcourſe on occaſion of the death of Dr. Price, delivered 
E at Hackney, May I, with a ſhort ſketch of his life and character, 
and a lift of his writings, is. 

| 59. A Particular Attention to the Inſtruction of the Young, re- 
E commended in a Diſcourſe at Hackney, Dec. 31, 1791, on entering 
on the paſtoral office there, 18. 

| bo. The Duty of Forgiveneſs, a Diſcourſe intended to have been 
delivered ſoon after the Riots in Birmingham, Is. 

| mf Diſcourſe on the Evidence of the Reſurrection of Jeſus, 

| 1s, 6 

| 62, An Appeal to the Public on the ſubject of the Riots 1 in Bir- 
| mingham, in 2 parts, price 3s. 6d. each ſcwed. | 


_ 63. A Catechiſm for Children and Young Perſons, 5th Edit. 4d. 
; 64. A Scripture Catechiſm, conſiſting of a Series of Queſtions, with 
ne References to the Scriptures, inſtead of Anſwers, 2d Edit. "” 
| F 5. Dr. Watts's Hiſtorical Catechiſm, with Alterations, 2d Edit. 
0 9 
aol 66. Confiderat? ons for the Uſe of Young Men, and the Parents 
und. of Voung Men, 2d Edit. ad. 

67. A Scrious Addreſs to Maſters of Families, with Forms of 
Eſ- Family Prayer, is. 

68. An Appeal to the 3 and condid Profeſſors of Chriſti- 
nſon anity, on the following ſubjects, viz, . The Ule of Reaſon in 
: Matters of Religion. 2. The Power of Man to do the Will of God. 
Mr. 3. Original Sin. 4. Election and Reprobation. 5. The Divinity of 
7 Chriſt: and 6. Atonement for Sin by the Death of Chriſt; a new 


Edition; to which is added, A Conciſe Hiſtory of thoſe Doctrines; 1 
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Banks written by Dr. Priefley. 


and An Account of the Trial of Mr. Elwall, for Hereſy and Bl; 
phemy, at Stafford Aſſizes, 3d. 2M 

69. A Familiar Illuſtration of certain paſſages of Scripture, r.. 
lating to the ſame Subjects, 2d Edit. 6d. = 
70. A General View of the Arguments for the Un:zy of God, and 
againſt the Divinity and Pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, from Reaſc, 
from the Scriptures, and from Hiſtory, 2d Edit. 3d. 

71. A Free Addreſs to Proteſtant Diſſenters as ſuch. By a Diſſen:. 
er. A new Edition, enlarged and corrected, 18. 6d. 
72. A Free Adareſi to thoſe who have petitioned for the Rep:z 
of the late Act of Parliament in favour of the Roman Catholics, 2d. 
or 128. per Hundred to give away. 

N. B. The laſt Ten Tracts, No. 63 to 72, may be had fogeibu 
in boards, by giving Orders for Dr. Prieſtley's ſmaller Tracts. 


Alſo publiſhed under the Direction of Dr. Prieſtley, 

2 _ THE THEOLOGICAL REPOSITORY, | 
Conſiſting of Original Eſſays, Hints, Queries, &c. calculated to pro. 

mote Religious Knowledge, in Six Volumes, Bvo. il. 16s, in 


boards, or 21, 25. bound. The three laſt Volumes may be had 
ſeparate, | 


Publiſhed by the Rev. T. Lindſey, A. M. 

1. An Apology for reſigning the Vicarage of Catterick, 81, 
1773, 4th edit. 1782, 38. /exed. oo, 
2+ A Sequel to the Apology, 8vo. 1776, 6s. /exved. 

3. A Sermon preached in Eſſex Street, on opening the New 
| Chapel, May 29, 1778, 6d. w ; | : 
. 1 Two Diſſertations: 1ſt. On the Preface to St. John's Gojpel, 
2nd. On praying to Chriſt, 8 vo. 1779, 28. 6d. _ 

5. The Catechiſt: Or an Inquiry concerning the only true God, 
and Object of Worſhip, iſt edit. 178 1. 2nd ebe. „„ 

6. An Hiſtorical View of the State of the Unitarian Doctrine 
and Worſhip, 8vo. 1783, 68. 6d. ed. | 
J. Vindiciz Prieſtleianæ: An Addreſs to the Students of OX. 
ford and Cambridge, 8vo. 1788, 45. ſexved. 

8. A Second Addreſs to the Same, 1799, 45. /exred. | 

9. -An Examination of Mr. Robinſon's Plea for the Divinity of 
Chriſt, 8vo. 2nd. edit. 1789, 35s. 6d. /eabed. Se : 
10. A Liſt of Falſe Readings and Miſtranſlations of the Scrip- 
tures which contribute to ſupport the great Error concerning J eſus 
Chtiſt, 1790, 1s. 6d. | | 
11. Converſations on Chriſtian Idolatry, 1991, 35. / wel. 

12. A Sermon on Prayer, Forms of Prayer, their D-tects and 
Remedy, 1793, 6d. 

13. A Diſcobrſe on reſigning the Paſtoral Office at the Chapel 
in Eſſex Street, 6d, 9 JA a5 | 
5 Alſo a New dt of 
The Book of Common Prayer, reformed according to the Plan 0f 
Pr. Samuel Clarke, for the Uſe of the Chapel in Effex Streci, 
Wizh Hymns, price 4s. 6d. in ca,, or Es. in Morocco. 1793. 
. The Hymns may be had alone, price 28. 6d. bound. 
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